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Current Topics. 


The Land Duties Inquiry. 

THE EFFORTS which Mr. PrETYMAN has been making to 
obtain an inquiry into the methods of valuation under the 
Finance Act, 1910, have proved successful, and the Chancellor of 
Exchequer has consented to the appointment of a committee 
“to inquire into the working of land valuation prescribed by 
Part I. of the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, and to report 
whether the methods employed and the instructions given to 
the valuers are generally satisfactory so far as concerns adminis- 
tration, apart from any questions involving either policy or the 
legal interpretation of the provisions of the Act.” ‘To this refer- 
ence there will be added an instruction that the committee shall 
conduct their inquiry in such a way as to delay the progress of 
the valuation under the Act as little as possible, consistently 
with the object of the inquiry being attained. The difficulties 
which the administration of the land duties has produced have 
been so pronounced that, quite apart from any considerations of 
policy, the necessity for an inquiry was evident. The only 
question was whether the inquiry was to extend to the policy of 
the land duties generally, or whether it was to be confined to an 
examination into the working of land valuation as prescribed by 
the Act. Both political parties appsar to have agreed that the 
less ambitious course should be followed at the present 
moment. Apparently the committee will be composed mainly 
of surveyors and valuation experts, and it will be for them to 
isquire into the practicability of the scheme of valuation 
prescribed by the Act, and how the valuations are being, in fact, 
conducted. 





The Late Mr. Justice Lawrance. 

THE DECEASE of Mr. Justice GRANTHAM, in the earlier part 
of this year, has been followed at no distant date by that of 
Mr. Justice LAWRANCE, who shared with him the distinction of 
being one of the last survivors from the ranks of the nineteenth 
century judges. Both men in their way were emphatically 
members of an older school of judges than is now to be found on 
the bench; their attitude towards the common law and their 
point of view towards the cases which came before them were 
distinctly old-fashioned. Mr. Justice LAWRANCE, however, was 
in many ways very unlike his better-known associate. He was 
essentially an austere, reserved man, nevet known to make a jest 
or to smile while on the bench, although at times he could display 
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i wit at once caustic and concise. He was the most discreet 
of men, and, if he had any prejudices, never gave in his judicial 
action an index to their character. Although stern and severe 
in manner, he was not at all a harsh judge ; he preferred to pass 
short sentences, and rarely or never passed a sentence of corporai 
punishment. He had another great merit, he never moralized 
on the bench or vexed prisoners waiting for sentence by a 
lecture on their depravity. ‘To counsel of all kinds, the most 
distinguished, as well as the most junior, he preserved the 
same air of distant and frigid politeness ; of sudacity he took 
no notice, and obsequiousness he simply ignored; but he 
never interfered unnecessarily with the conduct of cases, or 
indulged in the luxury of losing his temper. He was simply a 
sensible man who knew enough elementary law to make a 
plain summing up of a plain case, and on the whole he made a 
very fair judge in jury trials. 


Garden Cities. 

It 18 interesting to note that Clare College, Cambridge, is 
proposing to follow the example set by its neighbour, King’s 
College, in 1910, and to develop some twenty-seven acres of land 
at New Eltham, part of the college estates, on garden city lines. 
The scheme which King’s College undertook was at Northwood 
and Ruislip, and such schemes have hitherto been chiefly con- 
fined to the north and west of London. It is intended—so the 
Times of the 12th instant states—to devote some five acres tc 
nev roads and open spaces, leaving twenty-two acres of net 
building land, on which not more than 275 houses would be erected, 
thus ensuring that every cottage may have a good garden. The 
working of the scheme is to be entrusted to a co-partnership 
tgnant society, to be managed by an elected committee on which 
there would be one or two Clare men. Among those responsible 
for the scheme is Mr. OWEN SEAMAN, who is an honorary fellow 
of Clare College ; but whether he attained this position on the 
ground of his classical studies or of the vein of parody, not 
equalled since CALVERLEY, which led to the editership of ‘Punch, 
we do not profess to know. Another projected scheme to the 
south of London is the town-planning scheme of the Croydon 
Corporation, which is to cover a great stretch of high-lying land 
between Purley and Carshalton. Schemes of this nature should 
do much to improve the conditions of life round London. 


Stamp Duty on Sale of Foreign Patents. 

AN AGREEMENT for the sale of patents and goodwill must, it 
is well known, be stamped with ad ralorem duty on the amount 
of the consideration, unless they can be brought within the 
exception in section 59 (1) of the Stamp Act, 1890, of property 
Iceally situate out of tle United Kingdom. It was held by the 
Couit of Appeal in Smelting Co. of Australia v. Inland Revenue 
Commissioners (1897, 1 Q. B. 175), that a patent granted and 
used abroad did not come within the exception, on the ground 
that it had no local situation. This was a very narrow reading 
of the exception, and in Inland Revenue Commissioners v. Muller's 
Margarine Co. (1901, A. C, 217) the House of Lords yave a 
different decision with regard to the goodwill of a business 
carried on upon premises situate abroad. There is, no doubt, a 
distinction between such goodwill and a patent, but the cases are 
very near, and in Urban v Inland Revenue Commissioners (Times, 12th 
inst.) decided this week by Horripeg, J., an attempt was made 
to show that the Smelting Co.’s Case had been overruled by 
Muller's Margarine Case. It is probable that the reasoning of 
some of the judgments in that case would bring patents granted 
and exercised abroad within the exception, but no judgment, 
except, perhaps, Lord LINDLEY’s, seems to have contemplated 
that the decision might be applied to patents, so as to overrule 
the Smelting Co.’s Case. Naturally, therefore, Horriper, J., felt 
himself bound to allow the Inland Revenue Commissioners’ claim 
to ad valorem duty on an agreement for the sale of foreign and 
colonial patent rights ; and the distinction between such rights 
and goodwill will continue unless, as is not likely, it is abolished 
by a higher court. 

Transfer of Actions in Winding-up. 

IT APPEARS, from the decision of the Court of Appeal in Re 
Pacaya Rubber Co. (Times, 10th inst.), that, in the winding-up of 
a company, a transfer of pending actions against the company 


to the winding-up court is proper, notwithstanding that they 
involve charges of fraud which, according to a common opinion, 
are more suitable fur determination by a jury thana judge. The 
general provision as to the assignment of actions to particular 
divisions is contained in section 34 (3) of the Judicature Act, 
1873, and tke present action, which was to set aside an agreement 
of compromise of earlier actions, although commenced in the 
King’s Bench Division, is one of those assigned to the Chancery 
Division. Then, under section 36; an action may be 
transferred from one division to another, or may be 
retained in its original division, although that was not 
the division to which it should, in the first instance, have been 
assigned. And, in winding up, a further power of transfer is 
conferred on the judge of the winding-up court—that is, the 
judge of the Chancery Division to whom, for the time being, the 
winding-up business is assigned—by rule 42 of the Companies 
(Winding-up) Rules, 1909. Under this rule the judge can order 
the transfer to himself of any action pending against the company 
in any other court or division. Thus all matters affecting the 
company can be brought before, and disposed of by, the same 
judge. The convenience of this course seems to outweigh any 
advantages that might accrue from keeping an action, based on 
fraud, in the King’s Bench Division, so as to allow trial before 
a jury; and, even in such a case, it is probable that the 
decision of the judge alone would be more reliab!e. 


Ireland and the Privy Council. 

Ir THE present Home Rule Bill passes into law, the provisions 
which it contains for the hearing of appeals on points of con- 
stitutional law by the Privy Council will create a curious dual- 
ism in the system of appeal from Ireland. Questions of ordinary 
law will go from the Irish courts, as at present, to the House of 
Lords, but constitutional points will go to the Judical Committee 
of the Privy Council. In all probability the judges who sit to 
hear the appeal will be just the same in both cases, but the 
differentiation of function between the two courts is not without 
its importance. Two tendencies are illustrated by it. One is 
the modern tendency to regard constitutional questions as unlike 
other legal questions; a point of view remote from that 
of our orthodox jurists, such as Professor Dicey, who 
always have treated tke absence of any distinction between 
constitutional laws and ordinary laws as ove of the prime 
characteristics of our constitution, Each alike are passed 
in the same way, and with just the same procedure. 
Under a federal system, however, the distinction is vital, and a 
separate judicial machinery is devised for dealing with them. 
In the Commonwealth of Australia, for example, under the Act 
of 1900, all issues in dispute between any of the six states and 
another state in the Commonwealth, or between such a state and 
the federal government, are excluded from appeal to the Privy 
Council Committee, and are relegated for final decision to a 
special High Court in Australia, created by the statute (Common- 
wealth of Australia Act, 1900, ss. 73,174, 75). Inthe next place, 
the position which it is proposed to accord to the Privy Council 
marks the modern tendency of reformers to regard the Judicial 
Committee of that body as the natura! substitute for our pres. nt 
House of Lords as a final Court of Appeal upon some future 
revision of our judicial machinery. Excellent as is the House 
of Lords in its judicial character, and great as are its traditions, 
there is an unquestionable confusion in the mind of laymen 
between the judicial and the legislative character of the House, 
which tends to weaken the authority of its decisions in the moze 
democratic sections of the community, although, as a tribunal, 
its authority stands much higher than that of the Judicial 
Committee with its single judgments. 

Liability of Husband for Goods Ordered by Wife 
in his Presence. 

A DECISION by Judge LuMLey Stra, in the City of London 
Court, in a claim against a husband for clothing supplied to his 
wife, has been the subject of paragraphs in the newspapers, though 
it does not appear to involve any doubtful point of law. The claim 
was for £2 2s., the price of a mackintosh, and the husband 
admitted that he was with his wife at the time when she 
purchased it ; but his defence was that his wife had no authority 








to pledge his credit, that going with her into the shop did not 
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affect this prohibition, and that he had a right to assume that 
she paid for what she bought, as he made her a dress allowance 
and gave her housekeeping money. The learned judge refused 
to accept these arguments, and considered that the presence of 
the husband in the shop was a fatal obstacle to his defence. He 
should have taken care that the mackintosh was paid for when 
it was purchaced. It must be remembered that such cases are 
rather quickly decided, and that the question was really one of 
fact—had there been an estoppel by conduct precluding the 
defendant from alleging that his wife had no authority to con- 
tract the debt? Could the shopkeeper reasonably pooes Ov from 
the presence of the husband that the goods were bought by his 
sanction and authority ? We have little doubt that in ordinary 
circumstances this would be a reasonable inference. But we will 
suppose a case stronger than that which came before the learned 
judge ; one, namely, in which the shopkeeper had received pre- 
vious notice from the husband that the wife had no authority to 
buy goods on his credit. We think that, even in this case, the 
presence of the husband would be evidence of a ratification on 
his part overriding the previous prohibition. We take the 
opportunity of referring to the words of Lord SELBORNE in the 
well-known case of Debenham v. Mellon (6 App. Cas. 24): “No 
doubt, though not intending to hold the wife out as his agent, and 
though she may not actually have had authority, the husband 
may have so conducted himself as to entitle a tradesman dealing 
with her to rely upon some appearance of authority for which 
the husband ought to be held responsible. If he has so acted he 
may be bound ; but the question must be examined as one of 
fact, and all the authorities, as I understand them, practically 
treat it so when they speak of this as a presumption prima facie, 
and not absolute ; not a presumption of law, but one capable of 
being rebutted.” 


The Larceny and Alteration of Cheques. 


Mucu HAS been heard recently of forged cheques, the forgery 
following the theft from letter-boxes of cheques sent by the post. 
The stolen cheque is altered sometimes by increasing the amount 
for which it is drawn, and in all cases where it is crossed by 
obliterating the crossing. The use of rabber stamps in crossing 
cheques, and of typewriting in filling in the amount, is said to 
make alterations easier than they used to be. Various 
precautions against this alteration of cheques have been 
suggested, but it is desirable that the customer of a bank, 
who has drawn a cheque in such a manner as to invite or 
afford opportunity for temptation to forgery, should be fully 
informed as to the extent of his liability. In the first place, 
supposing that the cheque has been crossed, but it. bears 
no sign of an obliterated crossing, the banker who pays the 
cheque in good faith and without negligence is not responsible, 
and incurs no liability. This is the effect of section 79 of the 
Bills of Exchange Act, 1882. By section 80 the banker who 
pays a crossed cheque under similar circumstances to the banker 
to whom it is crossed, or his agent for collection being a banker, 
is equally protected. Supposing, however, that the stolen 
cheque is tampered with by the thief—if, for example, he adds 
words or figures to the left of those originally written in the 
cheque—and the cheque in its altered form is presented at the 
bank, the case of Colonial Bank of Australasia v. Marshall (1906, 
A. C. 559) establishes that the banker is primd facie responsible, 
and cannot as between himself and his customer take credit for 
the payment, even where the jury have found that the bank 
could not by the exercise of ordinary care and caution have 
avoided paying the cheque as altered. That decision does, 
however, recognize in certain circumstances an obligation on 
the part of the customer to take reasonable precautions to 
prevent a fraudulent increase of the amount of the cheque. 
And although the extent of this obligation is not defined, the 
customer who sends a cheque by post will be well advised if he 
pays due attention to the recommendations of his banker with 
regard to the drawing of cheques. 


The Legality of Whist Drives. 


PROGRESSIVE WHIST has become quite a feature in the life of 
suburbs and small provincial towns, and it is not easy to see any 
évils which can result from pursuing it in reasonable moderation. 





But within the metropolitan police area, what appears to be a 
regrettable excess of zeal seems to have urged on the police 
authorities to institute a series of prosecutions against persons 
who are responsible for organizing these innocent entertainments, 
The result has been seen in a number of cases brought before 
magistrates, some of which have been sent for trial to the 
county sessions. In two of these cases, within the last few days, 
juries have disagreed, and it is understood that, to avoid the 
expense of another trial, the Attorney-General is likely to enter 
his nolo prosequi. The truth is that, when a Divisional Court, 
consisting of Lord ALVERSTONE, assisted by PIcKFoRD 
and Avory, J.J., decided early this year that progressive 
whist is an illegal game under the Gaming Act of 1854 
(Morris v. Godfrey, 47 L. J. Newspaper, 285), they pushed 
that statute to a conclusion which possibly is logical, but which 
certainly its framers never contemplated. Section 4 of the Act 
makes it a misdemeanour to use premises for the purpose of 
“unlawful gaming.” Now such an offence is committed when 
three conditions precedent are all satisfied: first, the game 
played on the premises must be one of chance, not a game 
of skill ; secondly, it must be played for money ; and thirdly, 
the premises must be kept open for the purpose of playing it. The 
ingredients of the offence are analyzed by so competent an 
authority as the late Lord BRAMPTON, in the case of Jenks v. 
Turpin (53 L. J.. M. C. 161). In a technical sense the 
Divisional Court were, perhaps, right in holding that progressive 
whist is rather a game of chance than of skill ; although, in this 
age of feminine emancipation, it is a little surprising to find Mr. 
Justice AVORY giving as his principal reason for considering it 
such the fact that both sexes play together. Again, if money 
paid, either as an entrance fee or as a club subscription, is used 
to provide the prizes, this may be said to be a case of playing 
for money ; but such a view is very far-fetched. The draftsman 
of the Act surely meant to hit gambling in public places, and, 
after all, playing for prizes provided out of your entrance- 
money has not really more than a nominal resemblance to 
gambling. Moreover, the houses at which the Act presumably 
was aimed were those common gaming houses, happily now extinct, 
which flourished in the late Georgian and Early Victorian era, 
and of which the famous advocate, Serjeant BALLANTYNE, has 
given so interesting an account in his reminiscences. To 
confound the hiring of a public room for the celebration of 
whist drives with the running of such an establishment is an 
unreasonable straining of a statute whose true meaning is not 
really in any doubt. We imagine that these considerations 
were present to the minds of the juries who have found them- 
selves unable to arrive at a unanimons verdict on the cases 
before them. 


The Increase in the Bulk of Law Books. 
LAWYERS MUST inevitably be conscious of the fact that 


‘among the changes brought about by the lapse of time is a 


steady increase in the bulk of law books. How far this increase 
may extend is a matter of much interest. The Yearly Practice 
is now in two volumes. Will it, by and by, fill half-a-dozen 
by analogy with that celebrated work, Daniell’s Chancery 
Practice? Will the Law List spread itself in different parts or 
remain in one volume of the dimensions of the Pust Office 
Directory ? What limit finally will be placed on the space to 
be occupied by “The Law Reports”? And how is the demand 
for additional space, in view of the increasing rent of offices and 
chambers, to be satisfied ? Possibly it will be necessary to call 
the attention of judges to digests and abridgments of the law, 
instead of a host of books for which room cannot be found on 
the bench. It may be said that a general codification of the 
law will at some future time be achieved, but codification, so 
iar as it has proceeded, does not appear to put any limit on the 
output of books. The most practical attempt at reduction 
hitherto attempted is, perhaps, the statement of the law in the 
“Laws of England,” and for many purposes such a work seems 
to offer a solution of the problem. 








The New York Sun announces that Mr. Taft will accept the Pro- 
fessorship of Law at Yale, which has not been filled since the death, in 
1900, of Mr. Edward J. Phelps, who was United States Minister to 
Great Britain from 1885 to 1889. 
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Negligence Causing Injuries to 
Children. 


PERHAPS no decision of any court of law in recent years has been 
criticize1 and commented upon so much as that of the House 
of Lords in Cooke v. Midland Great Western Railway Co. (1909, 
A. C. 229). An Irish railway company had some land by the 
side of their railway line ; upon it they kept a turntable for 
use in connection with their undertaking; and, owing to the 
existence of a ruinous gap in the boundary fence, some mis- 
chievous boys entered the land, played with the turntable, and 
met with injuries in so doing. The House of Lords held that 
the company was guilty of negligence, and awarded damages to 
the boys. They professed to follow the old and very well-known 
case of Lynch v. Nurdin (1 Q. B. 29). In that case some boys 
were injured in playing with a cart which they found unattended 
in a highway, and were held entitled to recover damages against 
the person who left it there. But, as Lord Justice FARWELL 
points out, in the brilliant and luminous judgment he delivered 
last week in Latham v. Johnson (reported elsewhere), it is a public 
nuisance to leave a cart unattended on a highway, and the 
damage suffered by the boys was special damage ; in such a case 
there isan initial illegality on the part of the owner, which does 
not exist where a railway company is making a perfectly lawful 
user of its own land. 

Now the decision of Cooke v. Midland Great Western Rail- 
way Co.—notwithstanding the eloquent attacks upon it by the late 
Mr, Brven, whose work on Negligence is one of our very few 
common law classics—is effective law; it must, therefore, be 
followed in analogous cases, unless a reasonable ground for 
distinguishing it can be found. ‘Two recent cases, one following 
and one distinguishing, illustrate the fineness of the boundary 
line between cases within and without the ambit of the rule 
thus established. In Jackson v. London County Council (28 L. T. R. 
66), a builder, engaged by the London County Council to 
execute some repairs to one of their schools, left a truck of sand 
and lime in the corner of the playground ; some boys threw the 
stuff at one another, with the result that one had his eye injured ; 
it was held that the injured boy could recover for negligence 
against both council and builder. In Latham v. Johnson (supra), 
a landowner left a heap of stones on some unused 
and unfenced land belonging to him, with the result that 
children who trespassed there were injured; it was held 
by the Court of Appeal that there was no negligence. 

The principle which emerges from these cases is one as to which 
much doubt has existed in the minds both of judges and of text 
book writers. According to one view a higher standard of care 
on the part of landowners and others controiling property exists 
when a defect in their property injures a child than when it 
injures an adult. This theory seems unreasonable, inasmuch as 
the tort-feasor cannot foresee which of the two will suffer until 
the event has happened ; it seems absurd to set up two standards 
of care existing side by side in the same circumstances, one of 
which applies if A sues, and another if B sues. This view was 
definitely rejected by Lord Justice Farwe.t. in the judgment 
quoted above ; he held that the standard of care is just the same 
in both cases. The rule suggested by Sir FreperRiIcK PoLLock 
(Torts, 9th Edit., pp. 485 et seq.), namely, that the defendant must 
vary the amount of care he uses according to the capacity for 
self-protection exhibited by those who come in contact with him, 
is a plausible theory in cases of personal negligence by the driver of 
a vehicle ; he can see whether or not the person in his way is a 
child, and use greater care accordingly ; but it does not explain 
the group of cases relating to the liabilities of landowners. What, 
then, is the true principle ! 

The answer, we think, is really not so very difficult to 
discover. It is this. Whenever the duty of using care towards 
one's neighbour is established at law, that duty is owed equally 
to all persons, children and adults alike. A breach of it which 
causes injury is primd facie actionable, equally by every person 
injured. But against certain persons so injured a plea is fre 
quently available by way of confession and avoidance ; they 
have so acted as to disentitle them from recovering. When a 


landowner leaves his premises in a dangerous state, anyone who 
enters and suffers injury is primé facie entitled to recover. But 
three defences are often available against him: either that he 
is a trespasser ; or that he is a bare licensee, and had received 
warning of his danger, so that he incurred it at his own risk; 
or that he has been guilty of contributory negligence. A 
trespasser cannot recover unless there has ben allure- 
ment, or a malicious trap set for him, or breach of a statutory 
prohibition such as that forbidding spring guns: Poynting y. 
Noakes (1894, Q. B. 281, at p. 290). A bare licensee who enters 
at the grace of the occupier, as distinguished from an invitee 
requested to enter for their mutual benefit, is disentitled to 
recover if the existence of the danger was disclosed to him: 
Southcote v. Stanley (1856, 1 H. & N. 247); and Lowery v. Walker 
(1911, A. C. 10). Even an invitee, to whom the duty of taking 
all reasonable care to insure his safety is owed (/ndermaur v. 
Dames, L. R. 1 C. P., at p. 285), is disentitled to recover if he is 
guilty of “contributory negligence.” 

But in the case of children none of these pleas is available to 
the defendant. Once shew a primd facie case of a duty kft 
unperformed, and it is immaterial whether the child is a tres- 
passer, or has been warned of the danger, or has been guilty of 
contributory negligence. The defendant will not be heard to 
allege these things as against a child of tender years ; it has not 
the volition or prudence or experience necessary to make it 
responsible for trespasses, disregard of notices as to concealed 
danger, and carelessness. Indeed, the one case in which contri- 
butory negligence can be set up successfully against « child is 
peculiarly instructive ; namely, the case in which a child under 
control of an adult suffers injury through the joint negligence of 
defendant and the custodian. There the child is so identified 
with its custodian that the latter’s contributory negligence is 
available as a defence against the child (Waite v. North Eustern 
Railway Co., 28 L. J. Q. B. 258). What is the reason for this 
apparent exception? We believe it is “agency of necessity ” ; 
the child has of necessity made the adult its agent to take care 
on its behalf, and is, therefore, like other principals, responsible 
for its agent’s negligence. The same rule, in the law of contract, 
makes the infant liable for necessaries supplied to it, although 
under a general disability to contract. But in general, since the 
defendant is debarred from setting up against a child-plaintiff 
the defences ordinarily available for him, he is without defence, 
and remains under his primary liability. Consequently a child 
plaintiff can recover where an adult plaintiff could not. 








Motors and Private Rights of Way. 


Tue recent decision of the Court of Appeal in the case 
of White v. Grand fiotel, Eastbourne (ante, p. 58) afirm- 
ing in this respect the decision of Joyce, J. (56 Soicitors 
JOURNAL, 480), that the use by motors of an unrestricted private 
right of way did not in that case constitute an excessive and 
unwarranted use of the way, is important in view of the increate 
in motor traffic. There must be at the present time many 
instances of private rights of way, originally intended only for 
horse-drawn vehicles, being used by motors, without the change 
being questioned by the owners or occupiers of the servient tene- 
ment; and it seems probable that the decision will tend to violate 
the fundamental rule which prevents an increase of the burden 
of the easement, a rule which is apt in practice to be misunder 
stood ; for it often happens that a variation in the enjoyment 
of the easement, although the mode of user be novel, is fully 
justified as being within the four corners of the right originally 
granted, This misapplication of the rule is, perhaps, caused by 
confused ideas as to the significance of former user. In some 
cases, no doubt, former user is all-important ; in other cases it 
has no significance whatever ; while in a third class of cases it is 
extremely difficult to discover the exact significance of past user. 
As in the case of easements generally, there are three modes of 
establishing rights of way : first, by prescription ; secondly, by 
implication ; and thirdly, by express grant. In the first case, 
user is the only method of ascertaining the nature of the right. 





In the third case, former user is for all practical purposes wholly 
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immaterial. What is, or what is not the function of user in the 
second case the law only tells us through the medium of a series 
of inconsistent decisions. It is unnecessary, however, for the 
present purpose to deal with the second class. We shall confine 
our attention to prescriptive ways and ways granted by express 
words. 

With regard to ways created by express grant, a grant of a 
full and unrestricted right of way for all kinds of traffic for all 

urposes over the servient tenement clearly imports an intention 

on behalf of the grantor to subject his land to the passage of 
any kind of traffic which may be required for the dominant 
tenement. It imports, moreover, an intention to submit to the 
various kinds of traffic as occasion shall require. If there be a 
variation from time to time in the modes of locomotion in vogue, 
that also must be submitted to as an incident of the grant. In 
other words, a grant in the words mentioned above is clearly 
sufficient to cover all subsequent variations in the mode of traffic 
where in fact the new mode, though involving a change in the 
nature of the traffic, does not in substance constitute an increased 
burden on the servient tenement. Possibly cases may suggest 
themselves where user of apparently full and unrestricted 
grants of rights of way has been restrained by the courts, and 
confined to limits much narrower than the generality of the words 
would primé facie authorize. But cases of this kind will be found 
to be decisions against increasing the burden of the servitude 
either (a) by substituting a different dominant tenement, or ()) 
by altering the nature of that tenement. Such cases do not 
affect the principle of legitimate adaptation to altered circum- 
stances. 

Thus, as regards the first category, it is not in the power 
of an intending servient owner to grant as a legal easement a 
right of way to any dominant tenement which the grantee may 
at any time thereafter choose. Such a grant would probably be 
held to offend against the rule against perpetuities ; moreover, 
a right of this kind— a floatingeasement in gross, crystallizing 
and becoming appurtenant at any time to any property which 
the grantee might thereafter wish to constitute as a 
dominant tenement—is quite unknown to the law. Although 


there are many varieties of easements, every valid easement 
must possess certain cheracteristics, and the law will not 
recognize a hybrid easement of this kind: see Keppell v. 


Bailey (1834, 2 My. & K. 517, at pp. 535, 536). Since that 
which cannet exist at law cannot be granted at law, no grant of 
a right of way, in however wide terms the grant may be couched, 
can be construed as entitling the dominant owner to substitute 
a new dominant tenement of his own choice. “If I grant a 
man a way toa cottage which consists of one room,” said Jervis, 
C.J., in South Metropolitan Cemetery Co. v. Eden (1855, 16 C. B. 
42, at p. 57), “I know the extent of the liberty I grant; and 
my grant would not justify the grantor in claiming to use the 
way to gain access to a town he might build at the extremity of 
it.” As regards the second category, viz., cases where the 
meaning of wide grants of rights of way appears to have been 
cut down so as not to authorize user of the way for the purposes 
of a dominant tenement altered in its nature, it will be observed 
that such grants are made by reference to the then state of that 
tenement, and so the matter resolves itself into a question of 
construction turning on the state of the dominant tenement at 
the time of the grant. 

Passing now to cases of prescriptive rights of way (it will be 
observed that the present case of White v. Grand Hotel, Easthourne 
(supra), was, in effect, one of express grant by verbal agreement), 
the validity of motor traffic where the way has been hitherto 
used for horse-drawn traffic appears on first sight, perhaps, more 
open to question. In the case of prescriptive ways, the 
measure of the right depends on the nature of former user: 
Williams v. James (1867, L. R. 2 C. P. 577, at p. 581). Twenty 
years ago there was not a private right of way in this country 
which was being used for motor traffic. Yet it does not follow 
that the user of these ways to-day by motor-cars is an unjusti- 
fiable encroachment on the rights of servient owners. In the 
words of Lord St. LEONARDS, the law of this country frequently 
moulds ite-practical operation without doing any violence to its 
original principles: see Dyce v. Hay (1 Macq. 305,.at.p. 313). 





And just in the same way as the express grant of an unrestricted 
right of way may be held to sanction user by novel modes of 
locomotion, so also may such a user be legitimate in the case of 
a prescriptive right of way. For the evidence of the past user 
of the prescriptive way may shew a user so full and various as 
to lead to the conclusion that the way has always been an 
unrestricted right of way for all purposes and for all forms of 
traffic; and the same principle of adaptation of the way to the 
varying circumstance of prevalent traffic is clearly as applicable 
to this case as to the case of an express grant of an unrestricted 
right of way. 

When we come to the practical question, what past user will 
justify the adoption of a way for motor traffic, we meet with 
difficulty, because ways are very various. It would have been 
convenient had our law classified ways at the outset, so that, on 
proof of user in any particular case, the exact nature and burden 
of the way might be readily recognizable. But no such a 
classification has been attempted. In this respect Lord Coke 
has been unjustly criticized for his passage on ways (see Co. 
Litt. 56a). “There be three kinde of wayes, whereof you shall 
reade in our ancient bookes,” he says, and then follows a 
description of these three kinds: iter, the footway; actus ab 
agendo, “ vulgarly ” called pack and prime way, because it is both a 
footway and a packway ; and via or aditus, “ which contains the 
other two, and also a cartway, etc.” This passage has often been 
taken as meaning that the law subdivides rights of way into 
three categories, under one of which every private, public or 
customary way must necessarily fall, and that if it does not so 
fall, it is to be regarded as a right unknown to the law. But 
to place such a meaning on Lord Cokg’s words would be to 
mis-read the whole passsge. He was not giving an exhaustive 
classification of rights of way, but was merely stating the three 
kinds of ways spoken of in “our ancient bookes,” viz., in Fleta 
and Bracton, to whose words he refers; and to each kind he 
adds in explanation its then modern equivalent. This con- 
struction of the passage is further borne out by the fact that he 
clearly omits highways by foot and customary ways by foot, 
rights which existed at that time, and which were, moreover, 
both frequent and important in his day. 

This mis-reading of Lord Cokr’s passage was formerly very 
prevalent. In the earlier editions of the older text-books on 
easement law much space was devoted and ingenuity exercised 
in explaining how and why greater ways were to be taken as 
including lesser ways. In the judgments of the Court of Common 
Pleas in the case of Ballard v. Dyson (1808, 1 Taunt. 279), there 
are still traces of the influence of this misconception. In 
that case the plaintiff claimed a prescriptive right to drive 
horned cattle along a passage way. The jury found against the 
existence of such a right, and-the defendant accordingly obtained 
a verdict in his favour. In seeking to have a rule for a new 
trial made absolute, it was contended, on behalf of the plaintiff, 
that, as it had been admitted at the trial that there was 
evidence sufficient to support a prescriptive right of way for all 
manner of carriages, the plaintiff was entitled to succeed because 
a way for all manner of carriages necessarily included a right of 
way for all manner of cattle ; in other words, that since a drift- 
way was included in a cartway, evidence sufficient to support a 
claim to a cartway was necessarily sufficient to support a claim 
to a driftway, though in point of fact the evidence of the practice 
of driving horned cattle along the passage fell far whort of 
evidence to support a prescriptive claim to right to do so. The 
court discharged the rule, refusing to accede to such an. argu- 
ment. 

This cdse is generally regarded as having put an end to the 
authority of Lord Coxr’s classification of ways and the substance 
of his remarks on the subject, thus liberating the law of ways 
from the baneful influence of his artificial treatment, and allowing 
it thenceforth to develop along linesmore consistent with common 
sense. That Lord Coxkr’s treatment of the subject suffered 
from what has been described as his “crabbed pedantry” 
cannot be denied, but it seems clear that he cannot be charged 
with having mis-stated the law. The practical result appears 
to be that, while there is noclassification of this kind, yet motors 
may properly use prescriptive ways formerly used for all- kinds 
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of vehicular traffic, provided there is not such an increased user 
of the way as to constitute a substantially increased burden on 
the servient tenement. 








Reviews. 


Commercial Laws of the World. 


THe CommerctaL Laws oF THE WORLD, COMPRISING THE 
MERCANTILE, BILLs or ExcHance, BANKRUPTCY AND MARITIME 
LAWS OF ALL CIVILIZED NATIONS, TOGETHER WITH COMMENTARIES 
on CiviL ProcepURE, CONSTITUTION OF THE CouURTS, AND TRADE 
Customs. IN THE OriIGINAL LANGUAGES, INTERLEAVED WITH 
AN ENGLISH TRANSLATION. CONTRIBUTED BY NUMEROUS 
EMINENT SPECIALISTS oF ALL NaTIONs. 3RITISH EDpirIon. 
Consulting Editor: the Hon. Sir THomas Epwarp Scrutrton, 
Judge of the King’s Bench Division of the High Court of Justice. 
‘General Editor: Witt1am Bowsreap, Barrister at-Law. Vol. 
XVI.: British Dominions AND PRoTECTORATES IN Asta. Sweet 
& Maxwell (Limited). 


This volume of Messrs. Sweet & Maxwell’s great undertaking 
comprises the commercial law of India, compiled by Mr. Joseph 
Baptista, late Professor in the Law School of the Government of 
Bombay ; and the commercial law of Ceylon, the Straits Settlements, 
and other countries in Asia subject to British rule or protection, 
compiled by Mr. Charles Henry Huberich, formerly Professor 
of on in the Law School of the Leland Stanford Junior 
University, California. To a large extent the law prevailing 
in India has been codified, and the volume includes rl statutes 
as the Indian Contract Act, 1872, and the Negotiable Instruments 
Act, 1881 ; and this useful collection of the law is preceeded by a 
historical introduction shewing how and to what extent English law 
was introduced into India, and the course which codification has 
taken. An interesting quotation on the latter point is given from 
the speech made by Sir James Fitzjames Stephen, in moving the 
Indian Contract Bill in the Governor-General’s Legislative Council 
in 1872. Similar comments precede the statement of the law in 
force in other countries, and Sarawak, though it has to be content 
with half a*page, is not forgotten. The law of England, except as 
modified ‘ae orders, is in force there ; but up-to the 16th of March 
last no local orders on commercial law had been issued. Whether, 
however, Sarawak really requires, under its benevolent government, 
any law at all, we are not informed. Apart from its use for 
practical law. the volume is a mine of information as to the history 
of the various systems and also as to bibliography. 





Books of the Week. 


Statute Law.—Chitty’s Statutes of Practical Utility. Sixth 
Edition. By W. H. Aces, Barrister-at-Law. Vol. XI., “ Privy 
Council” to “ Public Stores.” Sweet & Maxwell (Limited) ; Stevens 
& Sons (Limite ) 

Mortgages —Coote’s Treatise on the Law of Mortgages. Eighth 
Edition. By Sypney Epwarp Wit.iaMs, Barrister at-Law. Two 
Vols. Stevens & Sons (Limited); Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 
£3 3s. 

Criminal Law.—Criminal Appeal Cases. Reports on Cases 
in the Court of Criminal Appeal. November 11th, 18th, 25th, 1912 
Edited by HERMANN Conen, Barrister-at-Law. Vol. VILL, Part III. 
Stevens & Haynes. 4s. net 


The President (Mr. C. L. Samson), the Vice-President (Mr. W. 
Trower), and the Council of the Law Society entertained a large com- 
pany at dinner at the Hall of the society on the 6th inst. The follow- 
ing guests were present :—The Lord Chancellor, Lord Justice Vaughan 
Williams, Mr. Stuart Wortley, K.C., M.P., Mr. Justice Swinfen Eady, 
Judge Parry, Sir Robert Morant, the Hon. J. W. Mansfield, Mr. T. C. 
Hedderwick, Sir Francis Trippel, Sir J. W. Courtis, Sir T. Berridge, 
Commander C. R. Samson, R.N., Mr. A. Tarbolton, Mr. J. C. Brom 
field, Mr. I. G. Vachell, Mr. Walter Scott, Mr. W. G. Scott, Mr. D. W. 
Evans, Mr. C. St. David Spencer, Mr. John Harwood, Mr. W. H. 
Shaw, Mr. M. J. Riley, Mr. James Kershaw, Mr. C. 8. Wilson, Mr. 
L. L. Rautenberg, Mr. H. W. Armstead, M.D., Mr. A. R. Kirby, 
Mr. J. H. Stephens, Mr. F. R. Samson, Mr. A. J. Walter, K.C., Mr. 
A. W. Soward, C.B., Mr. E. E. Blyth, LL.D., Mr. A. E. Pratt, Mr. 
H. Bevir, Mr. P. W. Chandler, Mr A. Andrewes-Uthwatt, Master 
J. H. P. Chitty, Master A. F. Ridsdale, Master W. H. O. S. Jobson, 
Mr. F. A. Padmore, Mr. Robert Norris, Mr. Gustav Behrens, Mr. 
T. H. R. Crowle, Mr. J. D. Crawford, Mr. E. B. Barnard, Mr. H. E. 
Hill, Mr. Thomas Meares, Mr. J. A. Burrell, Mr. G. W. Rowe, Mr. 
A. 8. Jeeks, Mr. A. E. Savill, Mr. Henry Cooke, Mr. E. S. Speyer, 
Mr. J. G. Nairne, Mr. Lionel Bulteel, Mr. M. D. P. Dalison, Mr. F 
Churchill Still, and Mr. W. M. Sinclair. 





Correspondence. 


The Increased Licence Duties.—Section 2 of the 


Finance Act, 1912. 


[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 

Sir,—Reverting to the letter published in your issue of the 7th 
inst., and your comments thereon, both in that letter and your 
comments it appears to be assumed that the sum is to be deducted 
from the rent payable to the owner of the réversion for the time being ; 
but is this so? The words used in the section are “grantor of such 
lease.” This, I would submit, can only refer to the person who 
originally granted the lease, and not to his assigns. If this is correct, 
it follows that, if the reversion has been assigned since the granting 
of the lease, no deduction can be made. 

Another point on the section which is by no means clear is the 
meaning of the words“ premium payable.” Do they refer to a 
mem te that has been paid in the past? If so, where a lease of a 
1ouse has been granted in consideration of a premium and a low 
ground rent, it may well be that the whole of the ground rent or 
even more would be required to answer the proportion of the 
increased licence duty. This is, in my opinion, additional evidence that 
the word “ grantor” has to be construed strictly, and not as extending 
to subsequent owners of the reversion who have not in any way 
benefited by the premium. A. W. Butter. 

17, John-street, Bedford-row, W.C., Dec. 11. 





[7'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—With reference to your correspondent’s letter and to your 
article on the above subject contained in your last issue, we suggest 
that the basis of apportionment in the case of tied houses, as between 
the brewer and the landlord, is not, upon the correct construction 
of the Act, represented by the proportion the rent of the premises 
unlicensed bears to the rent licensed, but rather by the proportion 
the landlord’s increased rent or premium bears to the brewer's 
share of the trade profits. 

It would seem that, under section 46 of the 1910 and section 2 of 
the 1912 Finance Acts, the increased duties are intended to be dis- 
tributed between the three parties interested, namely :—(a) The 
licence-holder, (4) the brewer, and (c) the head-landlord (in respect 
of his increased rent or premium), in proportion to the benefit 
received by each from the trade profits of the house. 

The key to the puzzle propounded by the Acts, is perhaps, to be 
found in the view that the increased duties are a tax upon profits 
intended to be distributed rateably between the parties in receipt 
of such profits. G. W. 

Dec. 10. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 

Sir—I am glad to see that a correspondent has raised the 
question of the increased licence duty, and that you have dealt 
with the same shortly in your issue of this date, and trust you will 
deal more exhaustively with it in a future number. 

A point which requires elucidation is whether a premium paid on 
the grant of a lease twenty years ago has to be taken into 
consideration. 

You will notice that the wording of the section only refers to 
premium “payable.” 

I mention this because of an instance under consideration at the 
present time where, if such premium has to be taken into consider- 
ation, it mght mean that the present landlord, who received no part 
of such premium, would, in future, not receive any rent at all, but 
apparently have to pay something for the privilege of owning the 
property. J. BRANSBURY. 

3, Pancras-lane, Queen-street, E.C., Dec. 7. 








(To the Editor of the Solicetors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 

Sir,—We refer to the letter of Mr. Thomas in your issue of last 
week and to your editorial article in the same issue. 

Three points occur to us as arising on section 2 of the Finance 
Act, 1912, and requiring elucidation, namely :— 

1. Is the term “grantor,” used inthe section, confined to the 
original lessor, so as to make him personally liable for the propor- 
tionate part of the increased licence duty to the end of the lease, 
although he may have parted with the reversion, or is the liability 
one which falls upon the person for the time being entitled to the 
ae ye reversion ? There is no definition of the term “ grantor” 
in the Act. 

2. In calculating the proportion of the increased licence duty to 
be borne by the grantor, are both the increased rent and the premium 
to be taken into account? The section says, “as may be agreed upon 
as proportionate to any increased rent or premium” payable. Is 
the word “or” between the words “rent” and “ premium” in the 
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section to be read in its ordinary alternative or disjunctive sense, or 
is it to be read conjunctively as “and” or perhaps rather as “and / or” ? 

3. Is the amount of the duty to ke borne by the lessor, when 
agreed or determined by the court, to be an unalterable amount to 
the end of the term, notwithstanding any new assessment of the 
premises affecting the amount of duty payable? If the amount of 
the duty to be borne by the lessor is to vary with any new assess- 
ment, it might very well be that a considerable addition to the trade 
of the premises would so raise the assessment, and consequently the 
duty payable, as to leave no rent payable to the lessor. 

A client of ours, shortly before the passing of the Finance 
(1909-10) Act, 1910, granted a lease to a ‘firm of brewers for fifty 
years, at a rent exceeding what the premises would be let at as 
unlicensed plus a premium. The lessees now claim payment from 
the Jessor of a proportion of the increased duty, and their method of 
calculating the amount to be borne by the lessor is as follows :— 


tent reserved, say... _ han . £100 
Preminm paid reduced to an annual 

equivalent, say i “a th ee 50 

: , 150 

Deduct rent as unlicensed premises, say ... 40 
Amount of rent to bear proportion of 

increased duty, say... en a ee £110 


"anges duty, say £45, of which £33 is to be borne by lessor, 
thus :— 
£110 x 45 
£150 

We should be glad to Lave the views of any of your readers upon 
the above points. O. & Co. 

Temple, Dec. 10. 

[This is the same division of the increased duty as we suggested 
last week, but, as we then pointed out, it is merely a guess at what 
the draftsman of the Act of 1912 may have meant. He has omitted 
to express his intention in any exact form. We hope to consider the 
subject of this correspondence again shortly—Ep. S../.]. 


= £33. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.} 


Sir,—With regard to the difficulties arising in connection with the 
construction of section 2 of the Firiance Act, 1912, it may be of 
assistance if I indicate some of the points that have arisen in actual 
practice. 

The first question that arises is as to the effect of the words, 
“Where the licensed premises are held undera lease . . .” It 
may be argued that having regard to the context, and to section 46 
of the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, the use of the word “held” 
is intended to exclude from the operation of section 2 all those who do 
not * hold” licensed premises as licensees. No doubt this is giving 
a somewhat narrow meaning to the word “held,” but I understand 
counsel has advised that this is the true construction. 

It then becomes necessary to determine whether the section is 
intended to be confined only to the original “ grantor” and “lessee,” 
or whether it extends also to their respective successors in title. 
Whichever view is correct, it will, ultimately, have to be decided 
whether, by analogy to rating practice, a premium paid on the 
original grant of the lease can be reduced to terms of annual rent 
and then added to the lease rent to obtain the “licensed rent.” I am 
informed that counsel has advised that this can be done, and it is 
common knowledge that numerous claims are being made on this 
basis. In view, however, of the fact that the words are, “ increased 
rent or premium payable,” it is difficult to see how this contention 
can be justified. The word “payable,” taken in its plain and ordin- 
ary signification, is certainly not synonymous with “ paid,” and would 
primd facie appear to refer to a present or future payment, and not to 
one made in the past. Moreover, the analogy of rating practice is 
hardly a true one, since there the object is to determine the existing 
annual value, whereas the present section has for its object the dis- 
tribution of the extra licence duty between the licensee and the 
person (if any) who is in actual receipt of the “ licensed ” rent, assum- 
ing it can be shewn that this is, in fact, in excess of the “ unlicensed ” 
rent. 

It may be, that in arriving at the latter figure, the successor in title 
of the original lessor is affected by the fact that a part of the annual 
value has already been paid ina lump sum. But this only adds to 
the value of the security as a whole, and was in all probability taken 
into account on the purchase. It is quite another matter for the pur- 
chaser of a reversion to be treated, for the purposes of this section, as 
though he had received a premium, of whic he has, in fact, never 
received a farthing. If a purchaser of a reversion is to be prejudi- 
cially affected in this way, it will in many cases be found that the 


i 





whole of the lease rent will be absorbed, and the unfortunate assignee 
of the reversion will find himself a debtor to the lessee. ; 

Furthermore, as you very properly point out in your issue of last 
week, it is a question whether the necessary factors for working out 
the proportions of the extra licence duty to be borne by lessor and 
lessee have been supplied. In this connection, mention may be made 
of a case in which an eminent firm of chartered accountants was asked 
to advise as to the proper method of working out such proportion, 
and presented a report giving five different methods, each producing 
a ditferent result. ; 

Finally, when all the preceding questions have been settled, it 
will have to be decided how the section is to be applied as between 
persons having intermediate interests between the licensee and the 
ground landlord. 

It is small matter of surprise, indeed, that no rules of court have 
as yet been published. 


Dec. 11. ADVOCATE OF A Bustngess GOVERNMENT. 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


LATHAM », RICHARD JOHNSON & NEPHEW (LIM.). 
l4th and 15th Nov. ; 6th Dee. 
NEGLIGENCE—INJuRy TO INFANT TRESPASSER—INVITATION—LEAVE AND 
Licence—Hippen Dancer—Liasitity or LANDOWNERS TO CHILDREN. 

A child 25 years of age went unaccompanied upon a piece of un- 
fenced vacant land, from which houses had been cleared, and sus- 
tained an injury whilst playing with a pile of stones which had been 
recently deposited there by the servants of the owner. 

Held, upon the findings of the jury, that no action for negligence 
would lie against the owner of the land. 

The liability of landowners to licencees and trespassers, particularly 
children, discussed. 

Appeal of the defendants from verdict and judgment in an action 
tried before Scrutron, J., and a special jury, at Manchester. The 
plaintiff was a child 24 years of age, and the defendants were 
owners of a piece of land at Bradford, near Manchester, known as 
the Croft, from which houses condemned by the local authority had 
been recently cleared, and which had for some months been left open 
and unfenced. There was evidence that children had been in the 
habit of playing on the Croft. It appeared that on the 7th of October, 
1911, a few daye after the defendants’ servants had deposited a heap 
of large paving blocks upon the land, the plaintiff, who lived with 
her parents in a house approached by a footpath adjacent to the 
Croft, went upon it unaccompanied, and was afterwards found with 
am injured finger, caused by one of the stones falling upon it. The 
finger had to be amputated. At the trial the following questions were 
put to the jury—(1) Did children play upon the Croft with the know- 
ledge and permission of the defendants? (Answer, yes.) (2) Had 
there ever been an invitation to children to come on the Croft? (No.) 
(3) Did defendants know there was risk of injury? (They ought to 
have known.) (4) Did they take any precautions? (No.) (5) What 
damages? (£15.) The judge thought that these answers, excluding 
No, 2. as inconsistent with the rest, brought the case withia Cooke 
v. Midland Great Western Railway Co. (1909, A. C. 229), and gave 
judgment for the plaintiff. At the conclusion of the arguments the 
court reserved judgment. of 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., concurred in the judgments delivered by the 
other members of the court. 

Farwett, L.J., in the course of his judgment, said that, as the piece 
of ground on which the plaintiff sustained “her injury did not adjoin 
any public highway, no question of nuisance close to or upon a high- 
way arose, as it did in Jewson v. Gatti (2 T. L. R. 381), Harold v. 
Watney (1908, 2 Q. B. 320), or in Lynch v. Nurdin (1 Q. B. 29), which 
with all respect to Lord Macnaghten’s contrary opinion in Cooke v. 
Midland Great Western Railway Co. (1909, A. C., at p. 234), was 
clearly a case of nuisance. The case, on the findings of the jury, 
raised the question of the liability of the owner of land who pert 
mitted the public, adult and infant alike, to pass and repass and run 
about and play on it, to people so using it. The jury by their answer 
to the second question had precluded argument founded on invitation, 
and his Lordship was not sure that their answer did not impliedly 
negative leave and licence as well. If the true inference was, as in 
Burchell v. Hickisson (50 L. J. C. P. 101), that the owners never in- 
vited a child of such tender years as to be unable to appreciate aanger 
to come, except when in the care of a responsible person, the same 
reasoning would apply to mere leave and licence. He was prepared 
to hold that there was no evidence to go to the jury which would 
shew any legal liability. But as the case had been argued on the 
assumption that leave and licence were granted to all alike, he would 
deal with it on that footing also. The grant of a licence to go on 
the land created no right, but merely afforded an answer to a charge 
of trespaes—Bolch v. Smith (7 H. & N. 736, 745). It was a mere 
and those who take it must take it with all chances of 
Binks v. South Yorkshire Railway Co. (3 B. 
complaint by the licensee may be said to 
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meeting with accidents : 
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wear the colour of i y til le so | ig as there s no des un to injuie 
him per Willes, J Indermaur v. Dames (L. R., 1 C. P. 285). | 2 
After quoting a passage n tl same judge's judgment in Gaufret | 2 
v. Egerton (L. R., 2 C. P. 371) his Lordship proceeded :—The owne 

t 





o walk there was not | ¢ 





of cliffs by the sea who allowed the publ 
bound to fence them off, nor was the owner of downs who allowed 
people to walk and ride thereon liable for unfenced quarries or banks | , 




















mething 


v. Hill (27 L. J., C. P., at p. 321). So, teo, in the case of 


































known to the owner to be in a dangerous etate 
the purpose of being used by the licensee, e.g., rotten planks for a 
bridge over a stream That was actionable, though the grantor of 
a right of way vas not bound to repair it 35. Invitation, which was 
luded by the findi of the jury in this se, but the authorities | 
on which threw some light on the question, notably the judgments 
of Bramwell, B., in Southcote v. Stanley (1 HW. & N. 250), and 
Willes, J., in 7nd: iaur v. Dan supra), Invitation did not extend 
to persone ming merely for their own pleasure as members of a 
general body of licensee 4. The last exception was the introduct 
upon the land of something out of the normal user of the land, kn 
to the ow r to be dangerous, without wari ng to the licensee : Frock 
v. Copeland (1 Esp. 203), as explained in Jeane v. Cloyt upra), 
vhere the defendant kept a mischievous bull in a close of his own, 
and the plaintiff crossing it by the defendant's leave was gored by 
the bull Lowery Vv. Walker (1911, A. C. 10) was another instance of 
this ex eption, hes exceptions applied to all alike, adults as well | 
as children If the child was too young to understand danger, the 







licence should not be held to extend to it unless accompanied by a 
ompetent guardian: Burchell v. Hickisson (supra A child might 
be too young to be guilty ot contributory necligence, vet old enough 
to tease a peaceful donkey or cow into kicking; but it could not be 
said that the owner who allowed adults and children alike to walk 
through his meadow where he turned out the ordinary quiet dairy 
cow, wae liable for injury done to a child who tormented them. There 
must be something abnormally dangerous in the animal introduced to 
create any liability for introducing it. !f the law be as he had stated 
it. there was nothing in this case to raise :ny liability in the defendant. 
The use of the land for depositing stonss was a normal one, and stones 
were no more, if indeed. as, dangerous as cows and donkeys. It was 
impossible to hold the defendant liable, unless they were prepared to 
say that he was bound to employ a ground-keeper to look after the 
safety of his licensees. They must not let their sympathy with the 
infant plaintiff affect their judgment; sentiment was a dangerous 
e guide in the search for legal principles. The plaintiff's counsel relied, 


however (as all counsel in similar cases since 1909 had relied), on 














































C'ooke vy Vidland Great W tern Railway Co. (1909, A. C. 229) ae 
establishing some new law He had read and re-read that case, and 
was convinced that their Lordships had no intention of so doing, or 
of over-ruling any settled law The veal mischief in that case was 





that at the end of the track used by the boys as licensees was a 
machine attractive to children and dangerous as a plaything,’’ to 
use Lord Macnaghten’s words at p. 236. There was cast on persons, 
censees a thing dangerous in iteelf, 
a duty to take precautions for the safety of others who would come 
into its proximity : //eaven v. Pender (11 Q. B. D. 517). This was 
the ground taken by Lord Loreburn, Lord Atkinson, and Lord Collins, 
and although there might be observations of a wider character in some 
of the speeches, it was only the decision of the House that was bind- 
ing, and no dicta of individual members could alter the law. This 
case, therefore, would not help the respondent, for the proposition 
enunciated in //eaven v. Pender applied only to a thing dangerous 












who put in a place open to their | 
























in itself, such as a loaded gun, and did not extend to a waggon or 
the like, as waa pointed out in Karl V Lubbock (1905, l K. B. 253), 
still less to a heap of stones. The appeal must be allowed with costs 





here and below 
Hamitton, L.J., delivered a considered judgment to the same effect. 
Counset, 2. Sutton; Dr. Cyril Atkinson. Sortcrrors, Bush, Mellor, 
&: Norris, for Sales d> Co... Manchester : Richard Preston. for Rowley 
&: Co., Manchester. 
[Reported by H. LANGrorD Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.] 


JOHNSON REFUGE ASSURANCE CO. (LIM. No, 2. 7th Dee 
Practice—AppraL—ExtTension or Time—‘‘ ANY MATTER NOT BEING AN 
Action ’’—Procreepincs CoMMENCED In County Court—Apprat Dis 
MISSED BY Divistona, Court—Frnat Ornper—R.S.C. Orper 58, r. 15 
C.R., 1903 anp 1904, Orper 5, 1. 


in action was commenced by plaint in a 
plaintiff obtained jgudqment for a certain amount. On the lat of Me y 
the defendants’ app al to the Divisional Court was dismissed, and on 
the 15th of June the defendants gave notice of appeal to the Court 
of Appeal. The plaintiff raised the point that the time for appe aling 
was 14 days and that the notice of appeal was out of time. In order 
to have this objection decided the point was ra sed hy motion hy the 
defendants “ for leave for the Court to hear the appe al notwithetand 
ing that the time limit had « rpired before the appeal was set down.”’ 





















punty court, and the 





ee 





Held, that az the appeal was from a final order in “an action’’ and 
vot an appeal from a final order in a ‘‘ matter not being an action” 
within the meaning of ord. 58, r. 15, the time for appealing was thre 


months and therefore the motion was dismissed as the application for 


ctension of time was unnecessary. 
In this case there had been an application on the 2nd of December 
hat the application should not be heard that day, and it was ordered 


honey ombed by rabbits, however dangerous théy might be. Phe | to stand over upon terms that a substantive motion should be brought 
followit g exceptions to freedom from liabil ty, however, existed : | on toa decide the question whether the appeal could be heard, the 
1. Allurement, n the sense of alluring with malicious intent to injure. point having been taken by the other side that, not only was the 
This gave EE: ght of action even to & Seacpassee Dean v. Clayton (7 appeal out of time, but that, as the action was commenced in the 
Faunt., p. 525), Ponting \ Woane (1694, 2Q. B 281 , and a fe yerors Manchester County Court, it came within the words “not being an 
theret. to a licensee. 2. Concealed trap. Phat vas something | action in ord. 58, r. 15. The motion, which was set down “ for 
added to the condition of the ground, as when the licence was given | jeave for the court to hear the appeal from the order of the Divisional 
in a way likely to be dangerous without notice to the licensee : Corby | Court, notwithstanding that the time limit had expired before appeal 


was set down,’’ now came on for argument. Counsel, in support of 


mut on ) I ises or ° d r . - 
put on premises f0F | the motion said the plaintiff had sued the company in the Mancheste: 


County Court, claiming the premiums he had paid under a policy 


and interest, and the result of the county court action was that judg 


ment was entered for him for £97 10s. in all and costs. A stay 
execution was refused, but the company obtained leave to pay £97 1( 
into court pending their appeal to the Divisional Court. That appeal! 
was dismissed, but it was ordered that the plaintiff should be paid 
£50 out of the money in court as a condition for leave to appeal 
this court. If the notice of appeal subsequently given was out of time 
under the rules, then this application was necessary, but he submitted 
on the dates and the correspondence that it was in time. The acti 
vas commenced by plaint in the Manchester County Court, and 
at the trial the judge gave judgment for the plaintiff for £50. Ti 
defendants appe: aled to the High Court, and on the Ist of May the 
Divisional Cout gave judgment dismissing the appeal and affirmi: 
the judgment of the county court judge. On the 15th of June t/ 
defendants gave notice of appeal to the Court of Appeal. By ord. 5 
r. 15, of the Rules of the Supreme Court, it is provided that no appeal! 
to the Court of Appeal from any interlocutory order, or from any 
order, whether final or interlocutory, in any matter not being an 
action, shall be brought after the expiration of 14 days, and no other 
appeal shall be brought after the expiration of three months. It was 
submitted that the decision of a Divisional Court affirming a judg 
ment of a county court judge was not an ’’ interlocutory order 
neither was 1t an ‘‘ order, whether final or interlocutory, in any matter 
not being an action.’”” It was an order in an action—namely, in 
county court action. It therefore came within the latter part of the 
rule, and not within the —. He referred to the County Court 
Rules, 1903 and 1904, ord. 58, 1. Counsel for the respondent « 
tended that the extension of time could not be granted. The ord 
appealed from was an order in a ‘‘ matter not being an action,”’ and 
therefore the appeal, not having been brought within 14 days, was 
out of time. A county court action was not an action within t 
meaning of ord. 58, r. 15. An ‘‘action’’ was defined by section 100 
of the Judicature Act, 1873, to mean ‘“‘a civil proceeding commenced 
by writ, or in such other manner as may be prescribed by the Rules 
of Court; and shall not include a criminal proceeding by the Crown 
This cause or matter was begun in a county court action and wae 
not commenced by writ, but by plaint. ‘‘ Rules of Court’”’ meant 
Rules of the Supreme Court—section 17 of the Judicature Act, 1875 

Bucktey, L.J., pointed out that an action commenced in the High 
Court could be transferred for trial to the county court, and that 
test of the applicability of the rule seemed to him incomplete. A t1 
in the cofnty court was spoken of in the rules as “an action.”’ 

The case having been fully argued : 

Bucktey, L.J., said the question they had to decide was 
whether the time for appealing from that judgment was 14 
days or three months. If it was three months, the notice of 
appeal was given well within time. From ord. 58, r. 15, of the Rules 
of the Supreme Court, it was plain that the order appealed from was 
not an interlocutory order; it was a final order. Then was it a final 
order ‘“‘in any matter not being an action’’? If it was an order in 
an action, then the time for appealing was three months. The quee- 
tion which emerged was whether a county court action was an action 
within the meaning of ord. 58, r. 15. ‘* Action’’ was defined in section 
100 of the Judicature Act, 1873, thus :—‘‘‘ Action’ shall mean a civil 
proceeding commenced by writ, or in such other manner as may be 
prescribed by Rules of Court; and shall not include a criminal pri 
ceeding by the Crown.”’ This was a civil proceeding, but it was not 
commenced by writ. Then was it commenced ‘‘in such other manné 


as may be prescribed by Rules of Court’’? It was if these words 
meant rules of the court in which the proceeding was initiated. That 
noms to him to be the prima facie adios of the words. It was 


gued that they meant Rules of the Supreme Court. But in his 
egiaien the word “‘action”’ in ord. 58, r. 15, was intended to include 
every civil proceeding in which there was a plaintiff and a defendant, 
excluding st atutory proceedings which might be embraced in the word 
‘matter’’; and ‘‘ Rules of Court in the definition clause meant 
rules of the court in which the proceeding was initiated. He referred 
to section 126 of the County Courts Act, 1888, by which power was 
given to a judge of the High Court to remove a county court action 
into the High Court by certiorari, and spoke of the ‘‘ action ’”’ being 
tried in the High Court. This appeal from the refusal of the Divi- 
sional Court to disturb the judgment of the county court judge was, 
on the taue construction of ord. 58, an appeal from a final order in 


an action, and was not an appeal from a final order in a ‘‘ matter nod 
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being an action.’” The appeal had therefore been brought in time. 
If he had been of the contrary opinion he would have been disposed 
4o grant the application for extension of time; but that application, 
being unnecessary, must be dismissed with costs. Kennepy, L.J., 
concurred.—Counset for the appellants, Langdon, K.C., and 7. B. 
Leigh; for the respondents, Newbolt. Soricrrors, Hopwood & Sona, 
for C. M. Beaumont, Manchester; H. Clemence. 
[Reported by Erskine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


In the Matter of THE KENOTTINGLEY LOYAL VICTORIA SOCIETY. 
Neville, J. 26th Nov. 


SOLIDATION) Act, 1908 (8 Ep. 7, c. 69), ss. 267, 268. 





A society which has never been registered under any of the Friendly 
Societies Acts, or under any of the Companies Acts or otherwise, can be 
wound up by the court under sections 267 and 268 of the Companies 
(Consolidation) Act, 1908, and this can be done even after an action has 
been commenced in the Chancery Division for administration of the 
trusts of the soci ty. 


In 1835 the Loyal Victoria Society of Knottingley was founded with 
the object ef raising a fund to provide assistance for its members in | 
affliction and death. The society was never registered under any of 
the Friendly Societies Acts or under any of the Companies Acts or other- 
wise. The members who were elected paid entrance fees and a weekly | 
subscription in accordance with the rules, and received medical attend- 
ance from a doctor paid by the society, and certain allowances during 
sickness and certain sums to provide for funeral expenses. There were 
fifty-six members of the society, and the assets amounted to about 
£1,500. On the 21st of August, 1912, at a meeting of the society, it 
was decided to wind up the society, and to divide the funds, ‘ Each 
member to receive £10 and the balance to be divided proportionately to 
the years of membership dating from the last disbursement. The latter 
part not to apply to members who are in receipt of the society’s pension, 
who will receive only £10.’’ Mr. Peckett, a paralysed pensioner, who 
had been a member for forty years, objected to this method of distribu- 
tion, which he considered unfair, and his solicitors wrote to the secre- 
tary that their client would insist on receiving a proper share of the | 
assets, and would not consent to receive only £10. As a result of such 
objection the secretary sent out a notice on the 10th of October, 1912, 
calling a meeting for the 29th of October for the purpose of confirming 
or otherwise the resolution passed at the previous meeting. At this | 
meeting it was resolved by twenty votes to one that the society should 
be wound up, and it was further resolved that the trustees should be 
empowered to apply to the court for power to distribute the assets 
on the basis decided upon by the society. There was no provision in the 
rules for the winding-up of the society, or for the distribution of the | 
assets. However, on the 9th of November, 1912, Mr. Peckett, on 
behalf of himself and all other members of the above-named society who 
are on the pension list, issued his writ claiming an injunction restrain- 
ing the defendants and each of them from dividing or distributing, or 
concurring in the division or distribution of the trust funds of the | 
above-named society, so as to exclude members of the said society who 
are on the pension list. from participating in the balance of the trust | 
funds of the said society remaining after payment to each member 
thereof of the sum of £10, or otherwise than in accordance with .the 
rights of the members of the said society. He also claimed that the 
rights and interests of the members of the society in the trust 
funds might be ascertained and declared, and that, if necessary, a 
receiver might be appointed. On the 15th of November, on the hearing 
of the interlocutory motion before Mr. Justice Warrington, the plain- | 
tiff contended that he had been a member of the society for over forty | 
years, and that a great injustice would be done him if the defendant | 
trustees were allowed to proceed with the distribution of the funds on 
the basis which had been proposed at the meeting. The defendant trus- 
tees undertook, in the terms of the notice of motion, not to distribute the 
funds in accordance with their scheme, but such undertaking was not to 
prevent the defendants from complying with an order of the court in a 
winding-up of the society. On the 26th of November a petition for 
winding-up the society, which had been filed by the trustees on the 
4th of November, came on for hearing before Mr. Justice Neville. The | 
grounds for the presentation of this petition alleged by the trustees | 
were (1) that the society had passed a resolution that it should be | 
wound up by the court; (2) that it had ceased to receive subscriptions 
or to make payments for sickness, and was only carrying on its business 
for the purpose of winding-up its affairs; (3) that in the circumstances 
it was just and equitable that the society should be wound up. Couneel 
for Mr. Peckett opposed the petition on the following grounds :—(1) 
That there is no jurisdiction in the Company Winding-up Court to | 
wind up such a society, the society being in the nature of a club. 
He referred to Fuller on Friendly Societies (2nd edition, pp. 26 and 
111) and Lord Halsbury’s Laws of England (Vol. 5, p. 12, paragraph 
237, and note (b)), and cited Oldham Ladies Sick and Burial Society | 
v. Taylor (1887, 3 T. L. R. 472) and Re St. James’ Club (1852, 2 De 
G. M. and G. 383). Section 268 of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, | 
1908, is only applicable to trading associations : Re Bristol Athenceum 
(1890, 43 Ch. D. 236); (2) that proceedings for the winding-up of the 


society had already been commenced. On this ground he referred to 
Re Lead Company’s Workmen's Funds Society (1904, 2 Ch. 196) and 
Blake v. Smither (1906, 22 T. L. R. 698), as shewing beyond all doubt 
that there was full jurisdiction in Chancery to wind up such an 
association. He also cited Clements v. Bowes (17 Simon, at p. 174). 
Proceedings have alreadly been commenced in Chancery. These pro- 
ceedings have the same effect as if a prior petition had been launched, 
The Chancery jurisdiction cannot be ousted by a subsequent petition to 
the Winding-up Court. He cited Re Joint Stock Coal Co. (1869, 8 
Eq. 146, at p. 154), Re Accidental and Marine Insurance 'o. 
(Limited), ex parte Rusch (36 L. J. Ch., p. 75), and Re Norton Iron 
Co. (47 L. J. Ch., p. 9); (3) that no resolution to wind up by the court 
had ever been passed, because the meeting was not properly constituted, 
and the resolutions were not properly carried, written votings of mem- 
bers not present being used for one part of the resolution and show of 
hands of those present being used for another part; (4) that the petition 
ought to have been presented in the county court. 

Nevitte, J., after stating the facts, said : There is ample authority 
that a friendly society registered under the Friendly Societies Acts 
can be wound up as an unregistered company under the Companies Acts, 


| and I cannot myself see why the absence of registration should make 


any difference. In this present case before me, without going into any 
questions of the unfairness of the original scheme or the methods of 
voting at the meeting, it is abundantly clear from the evidence before 
me that the very large majority of the members of this society desire 
a winding-up, and I accordingly make an order for the society to be 
compulsorily wound up and the funds to be distributed under the 


| direc tion of the court.—CounseEt, Clauson, K.C., and Heckscher; Laving- 


ton; Owen Thompson. Soticirors, Blundell, Gordon, & Co., for 
Carter, Atkinson, & Bentley, Pontefract ; Simpson, Thomas, & Clark, 
for Clegg & Baines, Leeds. 

[Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 


METROPOLITAN GAS METERS (LIM.) v. BRITISH, FOREIGN, AND 
COLONIAL AUTOMATIC LIGHT CONTROLLING CO. (LIM.). 
Warrington, J. 22nd Nov. 


Patent—Costs—INFRINGEMENT OF PareNntT—AcTION TO RESTRAIN 
THREATS—CoMMENCING AcTION FOR INFRINGEMENT WITH DUE 
DiLiceNnce—7 Epw. 7, c. 29, s. 36. 

The plaintiffs commence d an action to restrain the defendants from 
issuing threats against them with regard to an alle ged infringe ment of 
patent. On the defendants commencing an action for imfringement of 
patent, the plaintiffs consented to stay their action to alide the result. 
Judgment being given against the defendants in their action, the plain- 
tiffs’ action again came on. 

Held, that the plaintiffs’ action must be dismissed, but without costs, 
on the ground that the plaintiffs had taken the proper course, with a 
view to saving costs, and had not put the defendants to the proof that 
they had commenced their action with due diligé nee, 


This was a motion for an injunction to restrain the defendants fiom 
threatening the plaintiffs with a liability in respect of an alleged in- 
fringement of the defendants’ patent. It was admitted that the action 
and motion must be dismissed, but it was submitted that it should he 


| dismissed without costs. On the 14th of February, 1911, the plaintiffs 


wrote to the defendants with reference to threats made by thie latter 
against the plaintiffs with regard to an alleged infringement of patent. 
On the 31st of March, 1911, they issued their wrjt in the present 


| action, and on the 13th of Apsil gave notice of motion for an injun 


tion to restrain the uttering of the threats. On the 21st April, 1911, 
the defendants issued a writ against the plaintiffs for the infringement 
of patent. On the 25th of April, 1911, the plaintiffs’ motion came on, 
and, by consent, stood over to abide the result of the action for the 
infringement. On the 14th of December judgment was given in the 
action for the infringement against the present defendants, and was 
confirmed by the Court of Appeal on the S0th of April, 1912. The 
motion of the plaintiffs was now renewed. By the Patents and Designs 


| Act, 1907, s. 36: ‘‘ Where any person claiming to be the patentee of 
| an invention by circulars, advertisement, or otherwise threatens any 


other person with any legal proceedings or liability in respect of any 
alleged infringement of the patent, any person thereby aggrieved may 
bring an action against him, and may obtain an injunction against 
the continuance of such threats, and may recover such damage as he 
has sustained thereby if the alleged infringement to which the threats 
related was not, in fact, an infringement of any legal rights of the 
person making such threats : Provided that this section shall not apply 
if the person making such threats, with due diligence, commences and 
prosecutes an action for infringement of his patent.” It was con- 


| tended, on behalf of the defendants, that they had commenced their 


action with due diligence, and that, therefore, no action lay under 


| s. 36. 


WarrIncTon, J., said that he was of the opinion that the plaintiffs 
had adopted the proper course, with a view to saving costs, in staying 
their action, and not bringing it on for trial, as they might have done. 


| If they had continued their action, they would have put on the de- 


fendants the burden of proving that they had fulfilled the requirements 
of the proviso to s. 36. On that account his lordship thought that, 
although the action must be dismissed, it should be dismissed without 
costs.—Counsei, J. H. Gray; T. Terrell, K.C. Sorscrtors, Faith{ull 
d&: Owen; Radford & Frankland. 

[Reported by J. B. C. Trecantuen, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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High Court—Kuing’s Bench | 
Division. 
MENDL & CO. vy. ROPNER & CO. 


| Sessions for 


Bray, J. 29th Oct. 


SHIPPING—C HARTER-PARTY—CONSTRUCTION O1 ‘[MPROPER OPENING OF 
VALVEs, SLUICES, AND Ports DamaGe Cavusep By OMISSION TO 
CLose VALVE—SH1rpowner’s LiaBiLirty. 

A clau i a charter party provided that the shipowne rs were to be 
exempted | / the usual pe ris, even when asioned by L eqlige nee. 
lt also ce the following clause a ‘ . but unless stranded, | 
sunk or burit, nothing herein contained shall exempt the shipowner 


from liahilit / pay for damage to eargo occaswned by ee @ 


improper opening of valves, sluices. and port 
Held, that the ail powner was liahle to the cargo owner foi dama y¢ 
caused by improperly lea ng open a valve which had originally been 


properly opencd 

sy a charter-party, dated the 3rd of January, 1912, the plaintiffs 
chartered the s.s. Hurworth for the carriage of a cargo of maize. 
When the loading was nearly finished a discovery was made that 
water had found its way into the engine-room, and thence into the 
hold. While the ship was loading, the engineer, in order to prevent 
damage to the pipes by freezing, had opened a valve in the side of 
the ship, and slacked back a door in the circulating pump, through 
which there was an inrush of water when the vessel reached her marks. 
The cargo was consequently seriously damaged. Although it was not 
denied that there was negligence in allowing the water to come in, the 
defendants relied on the following clause of the charter-party, which 
they said protected them from liability:—‘' 14. The act of God, perils, 
idents of the sea or other waters of whatever nature 
and kind soever; fire from any cause on land or on water, barratry 
of the master and crew, enemies . . explosions, bursting of boilers, 
breakage of shafts, or any latent defects in hull and/or machinery, 
strandings, collisions, and all other accidents of navigation, and all 
losses and damages caused thereby are excepted, even when occasioned 
by negligence, default or error in judgment of the pilot, master, | 
mariners, or other servants of the shipowners, but unless stranded, 
sunk, or burnt, nothing herein contained shall exempt the shipowner 
from liability to pay for damage to cargo occasioned by bad stowage, 
by improper or insufficient dunnage, or absence of customary ventilation, 
or by improper opening of valves, sluices, and ports, or by causes other 
than those above excepted, and all the above exceptions are conditional 
on the vessel being seaworthy when she sails on the voyage.”’ It 
was contended on behalf of the defendants that they were not liable 
for merely leaving open the valves improperly, although they would 
be for the positive act of improper opening. It was submitted on 
behalf of the plaintiffs that the meaning of the words in question 
could not be confined to improper opening, but as including improperly 


dangers, and act 


leaving open 

Bray, J., in the course of his judgment, said he had to consider 
whether there was any particular canon of construction to be applied. | 
In Barton v. English (12 Q. B. D. 218) Lord Bowen said : ‘‘ What is 
the sound principle to apply? Why, it is that those who wish to| 
make exceptions in their own favour, and by which they are to be 
relieved from the ordinary laws of the sea, ought to do so in clear 


words.’’ That dictum provided that if you are going to override the 
ordinary laws you must do so in clear words, and he thought it would 
be wrong in this case to say that the shipowners were trying to over 


ride the ordinary laws of the sea ; they were trying to emphasise them, 
and to make them applicable. He would try to read the clause in its 
plain, ordinary, popular sense, and being a commercial document it 
must be given a business sense. What, then, was meant by the words 
** nothing herein contained shall exempt the shipowner from liability 
to pay for damage occasioned by . improper opening of valves, 
sluices, and ports’’’ The mere act of opening valves, &c., must 
necessarily be small, and that something more than that must have 
been intended. He thought that a business sense could not be given 
to the clause, except by reading it as including the case of improperly 
having the valves, &c., open, or leaving them open. It seemed to him 
rather far-fetched to suggest that the parties intended to distinguish 
between these two things, and the plaintiffs were therefore entitled 
to succeed.—CounseL, Bailhache, K.C., and Roche; Atkin, K.C., 
Leslie Scott, K.C., and Leck. Sor rors, Thomas Cooper & Co.; 
Lightbound, Owen, d- Maclver 
(Reported by Lronany ©. Toomas, Barrister-at-Law.] 


lof the peace. 





Court of Criminal Appeal. | 


REX v. HERION. REX ». JACKSON. REX ». WILKIN. | 

25th Nov. 

Ceriminat Law—Sentence or BrrcHinc—Vawipiry or—‘‘ Rocve AND | 
VaGaBonp '’—MAtLe Person Soicirinc ror Immorat PurPoses— 
Twice CoNvICTED—SENTENCED AT QUARTER SESSIONS AS INCORRIGIBLE | 
Rocue—Vacrancy Act, 1824 (5 Geo. 4, c. 83), ss. 4, 5, anp 10—| 
Vacrancy Act, 1898 (61 and 62. Vict., c. 39), s. 1 (1) B. 

4 male person twice convicted under section 1 (1) b. of the Vagrancy 
Act, 1898, of persistently soliciting or importuning for immoral pur- 





| poses in a public place may be sentenced by quarter sessions under 


section 10 of the }agrancy Act. 1824. to a whipping. 
These three appellants having each been convicted of two offences 


| under section 1 (1) b. of the Vagrancy Act, 1898, were sent to Quarter 


sentence as “incorrigible roques.’’ They were each sen- 
tenced under section 10 of the Vagrancy Act, 1824, to nine months’ 
imprisonment with hard labour, and to 25 strokes with the birch rod, 

Having petitioned the Home Secretary to remit that part of ti 
sentence ordering them a birching on the ground that this part of the 
sentence was invalid, the Home Secretary referred the case to the Court 
of Criminal Appeal. 7 

It was contended on behalf of the appellants that the provision in 
the Vagrancy Act, 1898, that a person convicted under section 1 (1) b. 
of: that Act should be deemed a ‘‘ rogue and vagabond,’’ merely ren- 
dered him liable to three months’ imprisonment with or without hard 
labour, under section 4 of the Vagrancy Act, 1824. There was nothing 
in the Act of 1898 to say that a person so convicted on two occasions 
could be punished as an incorrigible rogue. And there was no pro- 
vision in the Act of 1898 that that Act and the Act of 1824 should be 
read together. 

Lord ALverstone, C.J., delivered the judgment of the Court as 
follows : In our opinion there is no reasonable doubt about this case. 
These three men, as to whose history I will not say a word except that 
each has been convicted of two offences under section 1 of the Vagrancy 
Act, 1898, were sent to quarter sessions for sentence for these gross 
offences, and they were there each sentenced to nine months’ imprison- 
ment with hard labour and to 25 strokes with the birch rod. Against 
this latter part of the sentence they now appeal, though if thei: 
learned counsel were right im his contentions, the other part of the 
sentence imposing imprisonment for nine months’ is bad also. The 
Vagrancy Act, 1898, creates two new offences (1) that of male’ persons 
knowingly living wholly or in part on the earnings of prostitution, and 
(2) in any public place persistently soliciting or importuning for im- 
moral purposes. It is to be noticed that the Act of 1898 imposes no 
punishment for these two offences except by reference to the earlier 
Vagrancy Act of 1824. The reason is obvious: it was proposed that 
the punishment should differ on a repetition of the same offence. In 
the opinion of the Court, the effect of section 1 of the Vagrancy Act, 
1898, is to add two new offences to section 4 of the Vagrancy Act, 
1824. That section contains a number of offences, some of them less 
serious than these two new offences. And by section 4 every person who 
commits one of these offences is to be deemed a rogue and vagabond, 
and to be liable to three months’ imprisonment with or without hard 
A person convicted under section 1 (1) b. of the Vagrancy 


labour. 


| Act, 1898, also may be dealt with as a rogue and vagabond, and be- 


comes a rogue and vagabond. What is the consequence? By section 
5 of the Vagrancy Act, 1824, a person committing any offence which 
subjects him as such to be dealt with as a rogue and vagabond, such 
person having been at some former time adjudged so to be and duly 


| convicted thereof, is to be deemed an incorrigible rogue, and any 


justice of the peace may commit such offender to the House of Cor- 
rection, there to remain until the next general or quarter sessions 
Turning then to section 10 of the same Act, it 
is provided that when any incorrigible rogue shall have been so com- 
mitted, it shall be lawful for the justices of the peace assembled at the 
general or quarter sessions to examine into the circumstances of the 
case and to order, if they think fit, that such offender shall be furthe 
imprisoned with hard labour for not exceeding one year from the time 
of making such order, and to order further, if they think fit, that such 
offender, not being a female! be punished by whipping at such time 
during his imprisonment, and at such place as according to the nature 
of the offence they in their discretion shall deem to be expedient. In 
our opinion, the consequences of being a rogue and vagabond twice 
under the Act of 1898 follow just as much as if the appellants had 
committed two offences under section 4 of the Act of 1824, and these 
consequences are dealt with in section 10 of the Act of 1824, under 
which the appellants have been sentenced. We are unable to see any 
reason why, if the effect of the commission of an offence under section 
1 of the Act of 1898 is to cause a person to be dealt with as a rogue 
and vagabond, that should nét include the dealing with him as a rogue 
and vagabond under the provisions of section 5 of the Act of 1824. 
In other words, a double rogue and vagabond may be punished as an 
incorrigible rogue under section 10 of the Act of 1824. The appeal, 
therefore, will be dismissed.—Covnser, for the appellants, Percival 
Clarke ; for the Crown, A. S. Comyns Carr. Sortcrrors, The Registrar 
of the Court of Criminal Appeal; The Director of Public Prosecutions 
[Reported by C. G. Moray, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Solicitors’ Cases. 


RAY v. NEWTON. No. 1. 


Sotictrorn—Birtt or Costs—AGREEMENT AS TO AmoUNT—BILL OF 
EXCHANGE—PAYMENT BY—TAXATION—StAy or ACTION ON BiILL— 
Soricrrors’ Remuneration Act, 1881, s. 8.—Soricrrors’ Acr, 1870, 
A client agreed his solicitor’s costs for work done and accepted a bill 

of exchange for the amount in consideration of the solicitor’s promise 

not to enforce payment for two years and to conduct his affaira in the 
meantime. An action having been brought on the bill after the two 
years, the client applied by summons for delivery and taxation of @ 
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proper bill, and for enquiry into the agreement and for a stay of pro- 
ceedings in the action. 

Held reversing the decision of Rowlatt, J., that the defendant was 
entitled to have the agreement enquired into, and to delivery of a bill, 
but the stay of proceedings in the action was refused. 


In 1909, Mr. Ray, a solicitor and member of the firm of Ray, 
Flower, Ellis & Simon, conducted a series of long and complicated 
negotiations on behalf of the defendant, resulting in a loan of £60,000 
on mortgage, and in the freeing of the defendant from heavy liabilities 
and the risk of bankruptcy. Mr. Ray’s costs were agreed at £2,000, 
for which amount the defendant then accepted a bill of exchange and 
signed the following letter: ‘‘I agree your costs up to the llth of 
December, 1909, at the sum of £2,000 for the work you have done 
and the loans you have arranged to that date, and I hand you herewith 
my acceptance for that amount payable on demand in consideration of 
your refraining from enforcing payment thereof for a period of two 
years from this date, and also in consideration of your conducting my 
affairs from the 11th of December, 1909, until the present time, and 
until the matters relating to my uncle and myself are concluded ; but 
you are to render me a detailed bill of costs for all work done as 
from the 11th of December, 1909, and for this I am only to be respon- 
sible as and when your account is delivered. The partnership of the 
solicitor’s firm was afterwards diesolved, and a receiver having been 
appointed to get in the assets issued a specially indorsed writ against 
the defendant for the amount of the said bill of exchange. Ona 
summons under Order 14 the defendant obtained leave to defend, 
but instead of putting in a defence as ordered he issued a summons 
in asking : (1) for an order that the plaintiff should deliver a complete 
bill for the work done in respect of which the bill was given; (2) that 
the agreement might be examined and enquired into under section four 
of the Solicitors Act, 1870, and section eight of the Solicitors Remunera- 
tion Act, 1881; (3) taxation of the bill; and (4) a stay of proceedings 
in the action pending such taxation and examination. This summons 
was : on by the Master and by Rowlatt, J., hence the present 
appeal. 

Farwet., L.J., stated the facts, and said :—The defendant desires to 
have the agreement looked into under the Solicitors Acts of 1870 and 
1881. The 1870 Act was the first Act, if I remember rightly, which 
gave the solicitor power to make agreements in this way for payment 
of his costs and the amount of his costs, and that is qualified by a 
proviso (his Lordship read the section), and then it goes on to give 
power to the court or a judge to say that the agreement ought to be 
cancelled altogether, or ought to be modified and moderated in amount 
and altered. That makes enquiry into the agreement, when a prima 
facie case is made, a condition precedent to the receipt by the solicitor 
of any money under it. His lordship also read section 8 of the Act of 
1881, and said that fraud or dishonest conduct was not suggested, but 
that the sum seemed unreasonably large for work done in euch a short 
period, and that the client was entitled to an explanation. The 
solicitor may avoid the stringency of the liability to deliver a bill by 
taking payment from his client; a bill of exchange, however, is con- 
ditional and is not payment. It gives him the summary remedy under 
the Bills of Exchange Act, but it leaves untouched the substance 
underlying the bill, which is the solicitor’s costs, and which, under the 
old procedure, if there was no defence at law, would undoubtedly have 

mn a ground of defence in equity either by restraining the action or 
the negotiation of the bill. Speaking for myself, I think it would be 
exceedingly wrong to give any encouragement to the idea that a 
solicitor can get out of the Acts by taking a bill of exchange. I must 
treat the case as one in which we have to consider whether the agree- 
gt reasonable or not, and for this purpose it is essential to see 

e bill. 

Hamitton, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect, and an order 
was made for delivery of a bill within 28 days, but that the taxation 
should not be proceeded with unless it appeared necessary after the 
taxing master had enquired into the agreement. No stay of ‘proceedings 
in the action. It was also ordered that the summons should be 
amended by entitling it in the matter of the Solicitors Acts.—Counsen, 
. W. Hansell; A. Neilson. Sowricrrors, Young, Jackson, Beard d: 
King ; Louis H. Falck. ‘ 

fReported by F. Greners Surre, Barrister-at-Law.? 








Societies. 
United Law Society. 


A meeting of the above society was held on Monday, the 9th 
December, at 3, King’s Bench-walk, Temple, E.C. Mr. A. T. Settle 
moved: ‘‘That the School of Post-impressionists has justified its 
existence.’’ Mr. L. C. Bullock opposed. The following gentlemen 
also spoke :—Mr. Moreton, Mr. Bradshaw, Mr. Gatto, Mr. R. Primrose, 
Mr. J. Ball, Mr. MacGowan, Mr. G. Blackwell, Mr. W. C. Linay, 


= A. Michelson, Mr. Norman Aaron. The motion was lost by two 
otes. . 


The Union Society of London. 


h The 4= meeting of the 1912-1913 session of the above society was 
oa at 3 (x), King’s Bench-walk, Temple, on Wednesday, December 
Ith, at 8 p.m. The president (Mr. George F. Kingham) was in the 


chair. There was a joint debate with the Law Students’ Debating 
Society. Mr. A. G. R. Hielves (U.S.) moved the following motion : 
‘*That this house would welcome the adoption of the reforms indicated 
in the Majority Report of the Divorce Commission.”’ Mr. C. F. 
Woodbridge (L.S.D.S.) opposed. The following gentlemen spoke in 
favour of the motion :—Messrs. Willson (U.S.), Shearn (L.8.D.8.), 
Emery (L.S.D.S.), Burgis (U.S.), Stables (U.S.), Sanderson (L.8.D.5.), 
Messrs. E. H. St. Clair Miller (U.S.), Safford (U.S.), Meyer (L.S.D.S.), 
Pleadwell (L.S.D.S.), and Sanders (U.S.) opposed the motion. 

The motion for debate on Wednesday, December 18th, is ‘‘ That 
this house approves of the Mental Deficiency Bill.”’ 


Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of the above 
association was held at the Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, London, 
on the 11th inst., Mr. Richard S. Taylor in the chair, the other 
directors present being Messrs. W. C. Blandy (Reading), S. P. B. 
Bucknill, T. S. Curtis, A. Davenport, T. Dixon (Chelmsford), W. 
Dowson, H. Fulton (Salisbury), W. E. Gillett; C. Goddard, W. H. 
Gray, J. R. B. Gregory, C. G. May, J. Shelly (Plymouth), W. A. 
Sharpe, M. A. Tweedie, B. E. Tyrwhitt (Oxford), and W. M. Walters. 
Mr. Richard S. Taylor was elected chairman and Mr. W. Arthur 
Sharpe, deputy chairman for the ensuing year; a sum of £655 was 
distaibuted in grants of relief; four new members were admitted ; 
and other general business transacted. 








Law Students’ Journal. 


The Law Society. 
HONOURS EXAMINATION.—OCTOBER, 1912. 


*,.* The names of the solicitors to whom the candidates served under 
articles of clerkship follow the names of the candidates. 

At the Examination for Honours of Candidates for Admission on 
the Roll of Solicitors of the Supreme Court, the Examination Com- 
mittee recommended the following as being entitled to honorary 
distinction :— 

First Crass. 

RecinatpD Frepertck Martincty, LL.B. London (Mr. Frederick 

Robert Mattingly, of London). 
Seconp C.iass. 
(In Alphabetical Order.) 

Alfred Edwin Ifor Curtis (Mr. Edwin Charles Curtis, of Neath). 

Sidney John Owen (Mr. Charles Randolph Beaumont Eddowes, of 
Derby). 

Tuirp Crass. 


(In Alphabetical Order.) 


Ernest Douglas Montague Barlas, B.A. Oxon (Mr. A. W. G. 
Batchelor, of London). 

Laurence Frederick Callingham, B.A., LL.B. Cantab (Mr. A. W. 
Kerly, of London). 

Charles Valentine Carlisle, B.A. Oxon (Mr. Edmund Royds, M.P. 
of London). ° 

Benjamin Corbyn (Mr. Andrew Walsh, of the firm of Messrs. Andrew 
Walsh, Gray, & Rose, of Oxford). 

Cecil Argo Gold, B.A. Oxon (Messrs. Chester, Broome, & Griffithes, 
of London). 

William Gordon Hill (Mr. Frederick William Hill, of London). 

George Dodgson Kennedy (Mr. Roger Richard Glover, of Ormskirk). 

Griffith Llewellyn (Mr. Frank Pendrill Charles, of Merthyr Tydfil). 

James Horace Lockwood (Mr. Arthur E. T. Hinchcliffe, LL.B., of 
the firm of Messrs. Armitage, Sykes, & Hinchcliffe, of Huddersfield). 

Maurice Arthur Mathew, B.A. Oxon (Messrs. Ford, Harris, & Ford, 
of Exeter, and Messrs. Field, Roscoe, & Co., of London). 

Stephen Priestman (Messrs. T. \& A. Priestman, of Hull, and Messrs. 
Steavenson & Couldwell, of London). 

Robert George Frederick Vickery (Mr. G. H. Morgan, of Shrews- 
bury; the late Mr. William Smith, of the firm of Messrs. Smith & 
Hillis, of London; and Mr. E. Gleeson Robinson, of the firm of Messrs. 
G. R. Thorne, Robinson, & Co., of London). 

The Council of the Law Society have awarded the following prizes 
of books :— 

To Mr. Mattingly—The Daniel Reardon Prize—value about £23, 
and the Clement’s-inn prize—value about £10. 

To Mr. Harry Paterson Gisborne—The John Mackrell Prize—value 
about £9. Mr. Gisborne served his articles of clerkship with Mr. 
George Gavan Duffy, of London. 
The Council] have given class certificates to the candidates in the 
first, second and third classes. 
Seventy-two candidates gave notice for the Examination. 
By order of the Council, 
8S. P. B. BuckxniLt, Secretary. 

Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, London, W.C., 

6th December, 1912. 
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STECIAL PRIZES OPEN TO CANDIDATES AT THE HONOURS 
EXAMINATIONS IN THE YEAR 1912. 
Tue Scorr SCHOLARSHIP. 


Wiiliam Wallace being, in the opinion of the Council, the candidate 
best acquainted with the theory, principles, and practice of law, they 
have awarded to him the scholarship founded by the late Mr. James 
Seott, of Lincoln's Inn Fields. Mr. Wallace served his articles of 
clerkship with Mr. James Wallace (deceased) and Mr. N. H. 8S. Mac 
fadzean. both of Sunderland ; and obtained the Clement’s Inn and the 
Daniel Reardon prizes at tle Honours Examination held in June, 1912. 


Trt Broverie Prize ror AND CONVEYANCING. 


Henry Bloom, LL.M. (Liverpool), having himself 
acquainted with the law of real property and the practice of convey 
ancing, otherwise passed a satisfactory examination, and attained 
honorary distinction, the council have awarded to him the prize, con 
sisting of a gold medal, founded by the late Mr. Francis Broderip, of 
Lincoln's Inn. Mr. Bloom served his articles of clerkship with Mr. 
J. W. R. Punch, of the firm of Messrs. J. W. R. Punch & Robson, of 
Middlesbrough, and obtained second class honours at the Honours Ex 
held 1912. 


Tue Crason Prize. 


Reat Property 


shown best 


amination in January, 


William Wallace having shown himself best acquainted with the 
principles and practice of equity, and otherwise passed a satisfactory 
examination, the Council have awarded to him the prize founded by 


the late Mr. John Moxon Clabon, of Great George-street, Westminster. 
Mi. Wallace served his articles of clerkship as above stated. 
LOCAL PRIZES 
Tue Timpron Martin Frize ror Liverroot StrupEnts 


Walter Duncan, LL.M. (Liverpool), who served two-thirds of his 
period of service in Liverpool, passed the best examination, and 
attained honorary distinction, the Council have awarded to him the 


gold medal founded by the late Mr. Timpron Martin, of Liverpool. 

Mr. Duncan served his articles of clerkship with Mr. E. R. Pickmere, 

of Liverpool, and obtained third class honours at the Honours Examina 

tion held in March, 1912. 

CONVEYANCING Prize ror LIVERPOOL oR 
STUDENTS 


THe ATKINSON PRESTON 
Walter Duncan, LL.M Liverpool), who served two-thirds of his 

period of service in Liverpool, having shown himself best acquainted 

with the law of real property and the practice of conveyancing, other 


wise parsed a satisfactory examination, and attained honorary dis 
tinction, the Council have awarded to him the gold medal founded by 
the late Mr. Atkinson, of Liverpool. Mr. Duncan served his articles 


ui clerkship as stated above. 
Tue Rurert Bremner Mepat ror Liverpoot Stupents. 


Walter Duncan, LL.M. (Liverpool), who served two-thirds of his 
period of service in Liverpool, having shown himself best acquainted 
with the law of common law and bankruptcy, passed a satisfactory 


examination, and attained honorary distinction, the Council have 
awarded him the Rupert Bremner prize, consisting of a gold medal, 
founded in memory of the late Mr. Rupert Bremner, of Liverpool. Mr. 


Duncan served his articles of clerkship as stated above. 


*Tue Brrwincuam Law Socrery’s Gotp Mgepar 


George Harold Willcox, having, from the candidates who have passed 
two-thirds of their term of service with a member of the Birmingham 
Law Society, been declared by the examiners to be the first in order 
of merit, the Council have awarded to him the gold medal of the 
Birmingham Law Society. Mr. Willcox served his articles of clerkship 
with Mr. 8S. J. Grey, of Birmingham, and was awarded the Clifford's 
Inn prize at the Honours Examination held in January, 1912. 

* The award of this medal carries with it the ‘‘ Horton Prize ”’ 
sisting of legal or historical books to the amount of one year’s interest 


on about £144 Consols. 
Tue BIRMINGHAM 


con 


Law Socrery’s Bronze MeEpat. 


The examiners reported that there was no one qualified to take this 
prize 
AND SALFORD STUDENTs. 


Tue Strepnen Heevis Prize ror MANCHESTER 


Robert John Walker, LL.B. (London), who served two-thirds of his 
period of service In Manchester, having passed the best examination, 
and attained honorary distinction, the Council have awarded him the 
gold medal founded in memory of the late Mr. Stephen Heelis, of 
Manchester. Mr. Walker served his clerkship with Mr. J. H. Risque, 
of the firm of Messrs. Risque & Robson, of Manchester, and obtained 
second class honours at the Honours Examination held in January, 1912. 


Tue Mecversn Prize. 


George Eric Stevens, having, from among candidates who have been 
articled in the counties of Surrey or Sussex, or who are the sons of 
solicitors who have resided and practised in either of those counties, 
shown himself best acquainted with the law of real property and the 
practice of conveyancing, the Council have awarded to him the prize 
foundea by the late Mr. Robert Edmund Mellersh, of Godalming. Mr. 


Brighton, Sussex, and obtained third class honours at the Honours 
Examination held in June, 1912. : 
On report of the Examination Committee, and — 
By Order of the Council, 
S. P. B. BuckniL, Secretary. 
Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, London, W.C., 
6th December, 1912. 








Obituary. 
Mr. J. Gatey, K.C. 


We regret to announce that Mr. Joseph Gatey, K.C., died suddenly 
at his chambers in New square, Lincoln Inn, on Wednesday. He had 
been in indifferent health for some time. Mr. Gatey was the son of 
Mr. Joseph Gatey, of Keswick, and was born in 1855. He matricu- 
lated at London University in 1873 from Windermere College, and was 
admitted a solicitor in April, 1877, being New Inn prizeman of the 
Law Society. In the following November he was admitted a student 
of the Middle Temple, and won scholarships in conveyancing and equity, 
and a certificate of honour. He was called to the Bar in 1880, and 


took silk in 1910. 


Legal News. 


Changes in Partnerships, &c. 
Dissolutions. 


Francis Barser and Georce Hersert BiacksurN, solicitors (Barber 
& Blackburn), 29, James-street, Harrogate, and 5, Bank-street, Brad. 
ford. Dec. 2. The said Francis Barber will continue to practise at 
29, James-street, Harrogate, under the style of Barber & Co., and the 
said George Herbert Blackburn will continue to practise at 5, Bank- 
street, Bradford, in his own name. 

Henry Curtis and Epwarp Barret, solicitors (Barret & Curtis), 
Atlas-chambers, King-street, in the city of Leeds; Victoria-chambers, 
Kirkgate, Otley, in the county of York; and Harrogate, in the county 
of York. Nov. 25. The said Henry Curtis will continue the practice 
under the style or firm of Barret & Curtis, at Atlas-chambers, King- 
street, Leeds, Victoria-chambers, Kirkgate, Otley, and at Hanrogate. 

Cuartes Kirsy, CuHartes Evans Atkinson, and Harotp Epwarp 
Harker, solicitors (Kirby & Son), Harrogate, Knaresborough, and 
Pateley Bridge. Oct. 1. The said Charles Kirby and Charles Evans 
Atkinson will continue to carry on the said practice under the style or 
firm of Kirby & Son as heretofore. 





[Gazette, Dec. 6. 





Information Required. 


HODGKIN, JOHN ELIOT.—Any solicitor having in his custody 
the marriage settlement, dated October, 1854, of John Eliot Hodgkin 
and Sarah Jane Ransome, or a deed appointing, about 1888, Eliot 
Hodgkin a trustee thereof, or copies of either document, is requested 
to communicate with Minchin, Garrett, & Co., 22 and 23, Laurence 
Pountney-lane, E.C. 


General. 


Sir Rufus Isaacs, in reply to a question in the House of Commons, 
has stated that the Government do not intend to take any steps to 
avoid the results of the recent judgment in the case of Vacher and Son 
v. The London Socieiy of Compositors. 

In answer to a remark by counsel recently that perjury was not 4 
very common offence, Judge Rentoul said he did not agree with that. 
Ou the contrary, his opinion was that perjury was committed at least 
100 times a week in the City of London Court, and sometimes by 
persons who desired to avoid the payment of so small a sum as eighteen- 
pence. In the case before him the defendant committed perjury to 
avoid a fine of 5s. He sentenced the defendant to two months’ im- 
prisonment in the second division. 

Judge Hans Hamilton, who has been for seven and a half years 
judge of the Lancashire No. 4 County Court Circuit, announced at 
Lancaster on the 6th inst. that he proposed retiring at the end of the 
present year to avoid a complete breakdown of health. Business m 
the fourteen courts of the Circuit had increased to an enormous extent 
owing to recent legislation. In the larger towns 400, 500, and even 
600 cases were entered for one sitting. Deputy judges had been 
appointed and the number of courts increased, at Accrington to the 
extent of 276 courts per annum. 

In reply to a question by Mr. Wiles, M.P., on the 10th inst., with 
reference to the law of partnership in Russia, Sir Edward Grey said 
I am informed that, according to the decision of the ruling Senate, the 
highest Court of Appeal in Russia, a Russian firm which takes fresh 
partners into the business, or which changes its name, is ,no longer 
respopsible for debts previously incurred. I understand, however, 
that fhe Russian Government have at present under their consideration 


‘ 





Stevens served his articles of clerkship with Mr. Wm.* Stevens, of 





a Bilf to guard against the abuses which are now liable to occur owing 
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to the state of the law respecting the transference of business under- 
takings and changes in the names of firms. It is probable that this 


Bill will be introduced into the Duma at an early date, and it is there- 
fore unnecessary to draw the attention of the Russian Government to 
the matter, as they are already taking steps to remedy it. 


In answer to a question in the House of Commons on Monday as to 
the pending inquiry into the jury system, the Home Secretary (Mr. 
McKenna) said that the inquiry into the jury system, over which Lord 
Mersey presides, was being made by a Departmental Committee 
appointed on the 6th of December, 1911. It held its first. meeting on 
the 22nd of that month. Nine subsequent meetings were held for the 
purpose of taking evidence, and the committee adjourned temporarily 
on the 29th of February, 1912. During the next few months Lord 
Mersey was acting as Wreck Commissioner at the investigation into 
the disaster to the T'itanic, and as this investigation necessarily claimed 
his whole time and was not concluded until the 30th of July last, the 
proceedings of the committee had to be suspended. Sittings were 
resumed on the 15th of October, and between that date and the 6th 
of November five meetings were held. He understood that a draft 
report was now receiving the committee’s consideration, and that they 
hoped to present their final report very shortly. There had been no 
delay in the proceedings other than that unavoidably occasioned by the 
chairman’s engagement with the 7'itanic inquiry. ~ ¥ 

A “Crown lease,’’ says the Pall Mall Gazette, is a curious thing, 

and to the lay mind an extraordinary medley of contradic- 
tions. The other day a man took up such a lease in the 
neighbourhood of the Haymarket for the purpose of opening 
a picture gallery and curiosity shop and displaying some of 
his goods in the window. To his surprise he was forbidden, by one 
of the clauses of the lease, to exhibit to the passers-by “‘any drawings 
or caricatures by Gillray, Rowlandson, or others of that nature.’’ On 
inguiry it turned out that contemporary Royalty objected to being 
calicatured, and took this means of eliminating pictorial libel from 
the shop windows of those buildings which were held on Crown leases. 
It will probably be found that the same clause exists in most of the 
Regent-street leases. 
_An addition, says the Glode, is about to be made to the small collec- 
tion of statuary at the Royal Courts of Justice. A bust of Lord Colline 
is to be placed in the north corridor. close to the court in which he 
sat as Master of the Rolls. This will be the fifth memorial of its 
kind to be erected in the building. The statue of Lord Russell of 
Killowen in the Central Hall, and the busts of Sir George Jessel, Lord 
Cairns, and Sir Francis Jeune in the north corridor ave at present the 
only judicial monuments upon which the busy or idle junior can cast 
a reverent or hopeful glance. Allusion was made last week to the 
absence of any memorial of the late Lord Selborne in the ‘‘ Palace of 
Justice,’’ which was opened while he was Lord Chancellor. Why is 
it—to mention but one of Lord Collins’s predecessors in the Masteiship 
of the Rolls—that the late Lord Esher is without any memorial in the 
— in which for a quarter of a century he was so conspicuous a 
gure: 


At the Leinster Winter Assizes on Monday, says the 7'imes, Patrick 
Wall, a fifteen-year-old boy, who was convicted last week of the man 
slaughter of a gardener named George Tate, by shooting him with a 
revolver in his own house, into which the boy had broken for the pur- 
pose of robbery, was put forward for sentence. Mr. Justice Madden 
had intimated that unless the Crown could provide a suitable place of 
detention for the boy he would be obliged to discharge him. The 
Solicitor-General now stated that under the provisions of the new Act 
dealing with offences committed by young offenders it was possible to 
utilize a Borstal institute. Mr. Justice Madden, in ordering the prisoner 
to be confined for three years in the Borstal institute at Clonmel, said 
that he would not in any case have sent the boy to a reformatory. He 
had known several cases in which a life of crime had begun by a 
prisoner being sent to a reformatory, though that was not the fault of 
the persons in charge of these establishments. 


In the House of Commons on Tuesday Mr. Cassel asked the Chan 
cellor of the Exchequer whether his attention had been called to an 
action in the High Court of Lord Mowbray v. The Attorney-General, 
in which Form V. was declared to be illegal, and counsel representing 
the Attorney-General was not even in a position to argue that it was 
legal ; and whether, in view of successive declarations in the High 
Court that Forms I[V., VIII., and V. respectively were illegal, he 
proposed to take any steps or give any instructions to prevent his 
department from issuing any more illegal forms, and threatening his 
Majesty’s subjects with penalties to which they were not liable. The 
Chancellor of the Exchequer: My attention has been drawn to the 
action in question, which was in respect of a form the use of which 
has been discontinued for some time. The department concerned fully 
realises the importance of issuing only such forms as are in con- 
any with the law, and I do not propose to take any steps in the 
latter. . 


. At the Birmingham Assizes on the 7th inst., before Mr. Justice 
crutton, four men belonging to what has become known as the Garrison- 
lane Vendetta, were charged with shooting at Samuel Sheldon with in 
‘ent to murder him. The jury found all four prisoners guilty, and the 
Judge sentenced them to various terms of three to ten years’ penal 
‘ervitude. In passing sentence, he said that a disgraceful state of 
things existed in the Garrison-lane district. A kind of civil war 
*ppeared to have been going on during the last four or five years 
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between two sets of men, who seemed to think that when they were 
assaulted the right thing to do was to retaliate, and shoot those who 
attacked them. A number of cases came before the Recorder, who had 
directed that all future cases should come before the Judge of Assize, 
and in 1910 a number of cases were dealt with by Mr. Justice Bucknill, 
who passed sentences of five and three years’ penal servitude, and 
warned the inhabitants of the neighbourhood that unless they altered 
their ways heavier sentences would be passed. The original conditions 
had reappeared, and the state of feeling in the district was such that 
otherwise respectable citizens gave no assistance to the police, and 
even presented petitions to the judges asking that the prisoners might 
be dealt with lightly. If the present sentences did not stop this dis- 
graceful conditions of things, they must try what penal servitude for 
life would do. 








Royat Navy.—Parente thinking of the Royal Navy as a profession 
‘or their sons can obtain (without charge) full particulars of the regula- 
‘ione for entry to the Royal Naval College, Osborne, the Paymaster 
snd Medical Branches, on application. Publication Department, Gieve, 
Matthews, & Seagrove, Ltd., 65, South Molton street, London, W.— 


‘Advt.] 








Wry Pay Rent! Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of death 
from the Scorrish TEMPERANCE Lire Assunance Co. (Limrrep). Repay- 
ments usually less than rent. Mortgage expenses paid by the Company. 
Prospectus from 3, Cheapside. E.C. ‘Phone 6002 Bank.—Advt. 


The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


Dec. 18.—Messrs, Weataeeatt & Green invite tenders for Freehold Site (see adver- 


tieement. pace xv. Oct. 96). 
Dec, 19.—Mess’s H. E. Fostse & Crinrievn, at the Mart, at2: Roversions, Life 


Interests, and Polic'es. See advertisement, Back pige, this week, 
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Supreme Court of Judicature. 
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D Emereexcy Apprat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
ate. Rota, No, 2, Joror. Swinrew Eavy. 
Monday Dec. 16 Mr Leach Mr Beal Mr Goldschmidt Mr Synge 
cose Ee Goldschmidt Greswell Bloxam Borrer 
Borrer Bloxam Farmer Bea! 
Synge Goldschmidt Charch Bioxam 
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Mr, Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
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Farmer Beal Leach 
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Goldschmidt Synge Beal 


Borrer 
Mr. Justice 
NEVILLE. 
Mr Borrer 
Leach 





Borrer 
Greswell 


- 


Friday 20 
Saturday ......... 21 








Winding-up Notices. 
| London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Dec. 6. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 

Liwtrep rm OmANomer. 


ANGLO-NORWEGIAN STEAM FISHING Co., LrD.—Creditors are required, on or before Jan. 
15, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Walter Fred Harris and Henry Pattinson, Bank chmbrz, Parliament st Hull. Pattio 
son & Co., Hull, solors for liquidators. 
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Epwin A, Hoven, Ltp.—Creditors ate required, on or before Dec 31, to send in their | 
names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to William Albert | 
Sta ley Oxborrow, 19 & 20, Temple chmbrs, Temple av, | quidator. | 

TRISH INDUSTRIAL MINERALS Ltp.—Petn for winding-up, presented Nov 30, directed to | 
be heard Dec 17. Speechly & Co, 10, New sq, Lincoin’s Inn, agents for Rooke & 
Midgley, Leeds, solors to the petors. Notice of appearing must reach Speechly & 
Co, not later than six o'clock in the afternoon of Dec 16. 

JAMES LEwson & Co, LtD—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 26, directed to bs 
heard at the Court House, Quay st, Deansgate, Richest, Dec 16 at 10.15. Leak & 
Pratts, 6, John Daiton st, Manchester, solors for the petar. Notice of appearing must 
reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Dec 14. 

Jous Hoven & Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 10, to send in their 
names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to G. G. Poppleton 
and E. M. Rudland, 26, Corporation st, Birmingham, liquidators 

MIRFIELD RoLLER SKATING Co, LtD.—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 14, 
to send in their names and ‘addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Tom Goodhall, 3, Bank street, Mirfield, liquidator. 

MYNELL SYNDICATE, Ltp.—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 3, directed to be 
hear! Dec 17. Henry Moore, 6, Suffolk st, Pall Mall East, solor for the petnrs. 
Notice of a ‘4 must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the 
afternoon of Dec 16. 

NITROGEN EXPLOITATIONS LTD.—Creditors are required, on or bef re Jan 16, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Alfred 
Appleyard, 312, Regeut st, liquidator. 

SALMON Opy & Co, Ltp.—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 5, directed to be heard 
on Dec 17. J. B. & G. 8. Beirnstein, 25, Duke st, St James's, solors for the petnrs. 


Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the 


afternoon of Dec 16. 


SEVERN PoRTLAND CEMENT WORKS, LTD. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are 


required, on or before Dec 31 to send their names and addresses, and the particulars | 


of their debte or claims, to Frederick William Smith, New inn chmbrs, Gloucester. 
Grimes, Gloucester, solors for the liquidator. 

Simms MaGNeto Co, Ltp (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, on or 
before Jan 20, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, t» Archibald White, 79, Wool Exchange, Coleman s', liquidator. 


THOMAS PowERs, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 21 to send in their 


names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John 
Tonge, 22, Booth st, Manchester. T. R. Dootson, Manchester, solor for the liquidator 

VipaL Drgs SypicaTg, L’p.—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 28, directed to 
heard Dec 17. Frank Patte+on, 303, High Holborn, solor for the petnrs. Notice of 
Sopeemns must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 

ic 16. 

W. KILBURN Lrp. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, on or 
before Dec 31, to send in their names and addresses, and the parti wars of their 
debts or claims, to Thomas D. Challoner, 22, Dean st, Newcastle upon Tyne. Mather 
& Dickinson, Newcastle upon Tyne, solors for the liquidator. 

London Gazette.—TURSDAY, Dec 10. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Liwrtep tw Omarozer. 

ANGLO-COLOMBIAN INVESTMENT Co. LTD. (IN VOLUNTARY - LIQUIDATION).—Creditors 
are required, on or before Dec 31, to send their names and addresses, and the parti- 
culars of their debts or claims, to H. T. McConviile, 65, London Wail, liquidator. 

ANGLO-CoLOMBIAN MINES Lrp (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, 
on or before Dec 31, to send their names and addresses, ani the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to H. T. McConville, 65, London Wall, liquidator. 

ANGLO-NORWEGIAN STEAM FISHING Co, LTD,—Creditors are required, on or before 
Jan 15, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 

63/64, Chanoery Lane, 


ATHERTON " 


THE LEADING FIRM OF LEGAL PARTNERSHIP 
AND SUCCESSION NEGOTIATORS. 


TO SOLICITORS. 


We desire t» hear trom gentlemen seeking a Partner or 
wishing to dispose of their Practices, as at the moment 
we have an exceptionally large number of eligible 
gentlemen with considerable capital awaiting openings. 


GENERAL NOTES. 


We are loeated in the most convenient centre of the Legal 
World, and our offices can be used by Solicitors from the 
provinces desirous of meeting their clients in Londen. 
Professional gentlemen ean rely upon the strictest 
confidence being observed in all matters, as Corres- 
pondence is only dealt with by the Principals. Our 
staff is thoroughly experienced in every detail of 
arranging Partnerships and Successions. 


PROMPTITUDE. 


The keynote of our success consists mainly in the rapid 
and thorough manner in which we carry out our clients’ 
instructions, whether they are to Seli a Practice, obtain 
one, or provide a Partner. We invite correspondence. 


MANAGING CLERKS. 


We have on our Kegisters Admitted Solicitors prepired 
to act as Chief Clerks, and can supply suitable gentlemen 
to Firms requiring responsible Clerks at a moment’s 
notice, 
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| GROVE, Ltp.—Creditors are 
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THE BRITISH LAW 
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LONDON, E.C. 
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SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL ne £1,050,000 
PAID-UP CAPITAL .... ne £150,000 
RESERVES oe ek aie £269,000 


General Manager—DAVID M. LINLEY. Secretary—T. WILLIAMS. 
FIRE, LOSS of PROFITS due to FIRE, 
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to Messrs. Harris & Pattinson, Bank chmbrs, Parliament st, Hull. Jackson & Co 
Victoria chmbrs, Bowlalley In, Hull, solors for liquidators. 

FOREIGN RaDIAL AXLE CARS, LTp.—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 9, directed 
to be heard Jan 14. Hamlins, Grammer & Hamlins, 9, Fleet st, agents for Moore & 
Son, Birkenhead, solors for the petnrs. Notice of a) ng mast reach the above 
named not later thin 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Jan 13. 

required, on or before Dec 16, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Harry Voce Thurgood, LI, 
Queen Victoria st, liquidator. 

GYROSCOPIC NONSKIDS, LTD.—OCreditore are uired, on or before Dec 31, to send their 
names and addres-es, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Henry 
teat, 11, Ironmenger In, liquidator. 

HEBURN BoIrLER Co, Ltp. —Creditors are required, on or before Dec 18, to send their 
names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to John Taylor, 4, North- 
umberland st, Wallsend, Northumberland, liquidator. 

IMPRESSIONS LTD (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditora are required, on or before 
Jan 10, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Edward Charles Elsmore, 8, Boscastle rd, London, liquidator. 

Kisumu Rusper Estates, Ltp. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Credit ors are required, 
on or before Jan 19, to seud their nawes and audresses, and particulars of their 
debts or claims, t ») George Hammond Fookes, 21, Great St Helens, liquidator. 

TUKE & Co, Lrp. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are uired, ou or b:fore 
Dec 23, to send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims 
to Arthur Heary Barron, 1, Miaster gates, York, liquidator. 

WOLF SaFety-Lamp Co, Ltp. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, on 
ou or before Jan 25, to send in their names and ad iresses, and the particuiars of tuelr 
debts or claims, to John Go-:don, 7, Bond st, Leeds. Herbert Denison, Leeds, solvrs 
for the liquidator, 


' 





Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gazette—FRIDAY, Dec. 6. 


StmMS MAGNETO Co, LTD. 
HARRISON & COLMER, LTD. 
HENRY BiRD & Co, LTD. 
Gove, Lrp. 
AGERUP BROTHERS & Co, LTD. 
GREVILLE JAMES & Co (WREXHAM), LTD. 
KiIsuMU RUBBER ESTATES, LTD. 
BESINI SYNDICATE, LTv. 
0. B. P. Co, LTD. 
SALISBURY COFFEE PUBLIC House Co, LTD. 
MIRFIELD ROLLER SKATING Co, LTD. 
BREMA HAND-WEAVING INDUSTRY, LTD. 
RUHL'S CANNES CARLTON HOTEL, LTD. 
STEVENS, HucKkETT & Co, Lrp. 
SIBERIAN TRvST, LTD. 
WHITE CrTy RINK (NEWCASTLE-UPON-TYNE), LTD. 
NeW THETA SYNDICATE, LTD. 
OXIDE FERTILIZER, LTD. 
TASMANIAN INVESTMENT AND TRUsT Co, LTD. 
County OF DURHAM BARYTES CO, LTD. 
NITROGEN EXPLOITATIONS, LTD. 
SouTH WALES BREWERY Co, LrD. 

London Gazette--TUESDAY, Dec. 10. 


BOWDEN CLOSE CO-OPERATIVE SocigTY, LTp. 

Wo.Lr SAFetTy Lamp Co, LtD. 

RIBBLESDALE CLUB, LTD. 

CANTILO SYNDICATE, LTD. 

FRENCH INTERNATIONAL COLD TRANSPORT AND STORAGE CO, Lr. 
ANGLO COLOMBIAN LNVESTMENT CO, LTD. 

ANGLO COLOMBIAN MINES, LTD. 

CONSOLIDATED GEM MINES OF CEYLON, LTD, 

BRADFORD VULCANIZING Co, LTD. 

METAXIN, LTD. 

BLYTH & Co, LTD. r 
LYNDHURST (SOUTH AUSTRALIA) CopPpER Co, LTD. (Re ust 12,1 oa). 
HEBBURN BOILER Co, Ltp. 

COLONIAL DOLOMEN Co, LTD. 

ALBERTA TuUsT, LTD. 

W. Cc. M. SYNDICATE, LTD. 

SALVATOR Corres Estates, Co, LTp. 

MOTOR IMPROVEMENTS, LTD. 

F. INGLETON & Co, LTD. 

IMPRESSIONS, LTD. 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Dar or Cram. 
London Gazetie.—FRIDAY, Dec. 6. 
ABBOTT, FRANCIS Henry, Wootton Courtney, Somerset Dec 24 Blackford, Minehead, 
Somerset 
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BARNARD, EDMUND GxorGE, Erpingham rd, Putney Jan 6 Van Sommer & Chillcott: 
Arundel st, Strand 

BeavcHaMP, WILLIAM HENRY, Kew Gardens, Surrey Jan 13 Yarde & Co, Ray- 
mond bidgs 


BooTHaM, JOSEPH, Shipley, Yorks Dec 31 Dunn, Bradford 

Bows, FRANK WILLIAM, King’s rd, Camden Town, Railway Telegraph Clerk Jan 13 
Yarde & Co, Raymond bidgs 

BRe?r, — SANDILANDS Dg, Bishopsteignton, Devon Jan7 Jordan & Son, Teign- 
mou 

Buns, E.1za,Chelmsford Jan8 Torr & Co, Bedford row 

Burt, EMMA MARGARET, Bath Jan 6 Walls & Co, Oid Jewry 

BUTLER, MARTHA, Tettenhall, Staffs Jan 31 Fowler & Co, Wolverhampton 

CHURTON, PERCY VARDON, Birkenhead, Chester Dec 20 Teebay & Lynca, Liverpool 

COLLINS, MaRY, Leamington Spa Jan 15 Overell & Son, Leamington Spa 

DOLBEN, ELLEN FRANCES JULIA MACKWORTH, Finedon Hall, Northam.ton Jan 13 
Burnham & Co, Wellingborough : 

DUSDERDALE, Lovisa ELIz4, Southport Dec 31 Barrow & Smith, Manchester 

BisaM, SARAH MAGNUS, Exeter Jan 16 Jebb & Tunnard, Boston 

Bwsn, HERBERT L’ESTRANGE, Palace sq, Norwood Jan10 Hicklin & Co, Trinity sq 

Franck, JOSEPH, Rotherham, Chemiss Jan 20 Oxley & Coward, Rotherham 

FROBISHER, JOSEPH, Lockwood, Huddersfield, Pig Dealer Jan1 Sykes, Hudd:rsfield 

—"~ Marky HARRIET ISABEL, Southampton Jan 10 Candy & Cundy, Southamp- 

D 

GerMas, WILLIAM HENRY, Southampton, Commercirl Traveller Candy & 
Candy, Southampton 

GorDoN, Rev ADAM STEPHENSON, Blackheath. Kent Jan 15 Hughes & Co, Budge row 

HALL, HENRY, Woodville gdns, Ealing, Architect Jan 10 Slaughter & May, Austin 


Jan 10 


friars 
a —— Maky, East Sheen, Surrey Jan 17 Cooper & Gocdger, Newca;tle upon 


'yne 
HARNELL, EMILY GeorGina, Exeter, forthwith to Scott, Exeter 

HinD, WILLIAM, [atham, Lancs, Farmer Dzc 31 Thompson, Bentham, nr Lancs 
HOCKSEY, SARAH ANN, Bigby, Lincoln Jan 15 Hett& Co, Brigv, Lincs 

HovucHTon, EMMA, Stockton Heath, Chester Jan 4 owns, Lower Waltor, War 


rington 
JoHNSON, ROBERT, Mildenball, Suffolk Dec 31 Bendall & Sons, Mildenhall 
JOLLY, EDWARD, Army st,Clapham Jan3 Behan, Uhancery In 
JongEs, HANNAH, Porimadoc Dec 31 Junes, Portma loc 
KBTTERINGHAM, ROBERT, Attleborough, Norfolk Jan6é WHouchen & Co, Attleborough 
KETTLE, James, Kenilworth ct, Putney Jan 6 Mcviarmid & Son, Newman's ct, 


Lonepon, WILLIAM, Derby Jan 22 Gadsby & Co, Derby 

MCANULTY, MICHAEL, Newcastle upon Tyne Jan 6 Middleton, Newcastle upon Tyne 

MCCLELLAND, ELIZABETH, Handsworth, Staffs Jan 31 Rowley & Co, Birmingham 

MILLS, MARIANNE, Redcar Dec 31 Watson, Middileshrough 

MILLS, THOMAS EMMANUEL CLOSE, Cheltenham Jan17 Karengey & Pruen, Cheltenham 

MULLAN, THOMAS EDMUND, Chorlton cum Hardy, Manchester, Malt Agent Jan 31 
Grover & Co, Manchester 

NORVAL, ALEXANDER, Carlisle, Currier Dec 31 Halton & Hodgson, Carlisle 

PELHAM-CLINTON-Hopk, Lady OLIVE MURIEL, Crowthorne, Berks Jan 15 Dangerfield 
& Co, Craven st 

PRIOR, HERBERT MORRES, Lichfield Jan 20 Hussey & Master, Stone bidgs 

SCAIFE, JAMES, Leeds, Watchmaker Jan 1 Coghlan & Hart, Leeds 

a. nag ee gon tn ply! . Jan 17 Bertwistle, bur. 
E SEPTIMUS, Langlan ni inchl ey rd, Advertisi: » g 
Smith & Son, Gresham House, did Broad st = a Se 

STRANGE, CHARLES, Uakley st, Chelsea Jan 20 Davies, Westbourne grove 

TopD, HENRIETTA, Bognor, Sussex Jan15 Staffurth, Bognor 

WALKER, Rev JAMES EDWARD, Cheltenham Dec 21 Rickerby & Co, Cheltenham 

WHITTINGHAM, GEORGE, Malpas,jCheshire Dec 31 Lee, Whitchurch 

Winans, Ross REVILLON, baltimore, Maryland, USA Jan 10 Radcliffes & Hood, 


raven s| 
WRIGHT, EDITH DE CARDONNEL, Bolton by Bowland,-Yorks Feb1 Ravenscroft & Co, 





John st, Bedford row 





Wrigat, JANE, Berwick upon Tweed Dec24 J C&R Weddell, Berwick upon Tweed 
WYATT, ZILLAH, Goring on Thames, Oxford Jan 10 Witherington, Reading 
London Gazette.—TURSDAY, Dec. 10. 
ADAMS, FRANK THOMAS, Manisty at, Poplar, Licensed Victualler 
Haslett, Philpot In 
ASHWORTH JOHN, Royton, Lancs, Foreman Plumber Jan 8 Brierley, Oldham 
AUSTEN, Miss EsTHER, Folkestone Dec 23 Gambriil, Folkestone 
BARLOW, FREDEKICK, King’s Norton, Birmingham, Lacquer Manufacturer 
Wragge & Co, Birmingham 
BARNES, ELIJAH, Oldham, Timplate Worker Jan8 Brierley, Oldham 
BARROW, EDWARD, Grove pk, Camberwell Jan 18 Stannard & Bosanquet, 19, East- 


Jan 6 Martin & 


Jan 6 


cheap 
BoorH, JAMES THOMAS, Heaton Chapel, Lancs Dec 31 Barrew & Smith, Manchester 
CopNER, ARNOLD Percy, Kingston upon Hull, Timber Merchants Jan 7 Worthing- 


ton, Hull 

COOMER, THERESA, Blackpool Jan10 Alcock & Abberley, Burslem, S‘affs 

DAVIDSON, MARY ELLE, Princes rd, Lewisham Hill Dec 31 Howard & Shelton 
Greenwich 

DuNN, MARY ANNE, Braunton, Devon Jan 15 Brewer & Son, Barnstaple 

DuTron, EMMA, Hanley, Stoke on Trent Dec 21 Chailinors, Hanley 

Du *¥osse, ELIZABETH KATE, Croydon Jan 20 Keene & Co, seething In 

FOWLER, URSULA Mary DEwss, Elgin cres, Notting Hill Feh5 Morrell & Co, Oxford 

FRANCIS, EDWARD, New Barnet, Herts Jan 20 Mason, Eldon st, Finsbury 

HINTON, CHARLES FREDERICK, Ashtead, Surrey, Gunmeker Jan 16 Durrant & Co, 
Cannon st ‘ 

Hop@son, SHADWORTH HOLLWAY, Conduit st, Regent st Jan 23 Jebb & Tunnard, 
Boston, Lincs 

HOLDEN, CHARLES EpWaRD, Royton, Lancs Feb1 J & E Whitworth, Manchester 

JOHNSTON, WILLIAM, Wallington, Surrey Jan 15 Wellborne & Son, Duke st, Southwark 

LAMBSDOWN, WILLIAM, Smetnwick, Staffs Jan 16 Mogford, Birmingham 

LANG, Rev, WILLIAM LANG Cheltenham Jané6 Rickerby & Co, Chelvenham 

LATHAM, THOMAS, Barrow in Furness Dec 31 Thompson, Barrowin Furness 

LINGWoopD, JAMES, Filby, Norfolk Jan 23 Wiltshire & Co, Great Yarmouth 

LISTER, JAMES, Upper Richmond rd, Putney Jan 22 Gale & Easton, Huil 

LYTHAM, REDMAN, Stoneycroft, Liverpool, Secretary Jan $1 Style & Lindsay, Liverpool 

MASON, WILLIAM, Bollington nr Mecclesfield Jan 10 Hand, Macclesfield 

MAYSON, TAMAR, Cockermouth, Cumberland Feb 5 Mawson & Glenny, Carlisle 

MEALEY, JOHN, Liverpool Jan 14 Gradwell & Co, Liverpool 

MURRAY, Hon AMELIA CHARLOTTE ScoTt, Beurnemouth 
Bloomsbury 

— —" BEsT, Langton Hall, nr Malton, Yorks Dec 19 Brown & Elm- 
1 irst, Yor! 

OLDFIELD, JAMES REFFITT, Woolacombe, Devon, Artist Jan 15. Brewer & Son, Barn- 
staple 

PARISH, CHARLES, Acocks Green, Worcester Jan31 East & Smith, Birminzham 

PvE, JAMES GEORGE, Blackpool, Builder Jan 16 Ascroft, B'ac spool 

REECE, THOMAS CADARN, Harley st, Dental Surgeon May 1 Keece, Abergelo, North 
Wales 

RIDYARD, JAMES, Platt Bridge, nr Wigan Dec 31 Barlow & Jackson, Wigan 

ROBINSON, JOSKPH, Blackpool, General Dealer Jan 16 Ascroft, Blackpool 

SADLER, JOSEPH, Birmin.ham, Hinge Manufacturer Feb 15 Restall & Co, Birmingham 

ScorT, GEORGE, South Shields, Contractor Jan 15 Hannay & Hannay, South Shields 

SIMPSON, ELIZABETH, Beckenham, Kent Jan 31 Hores & Co, Lincoln sipn flelds 

STAMP, ALFRED HERRING, Gosforth, Newcastle upon Tyne, House Ageut Jan 14 Mar- 
shall, Sunderland 

URQUHART, MARY ELIZABETH, Barton under Needwood, Staffs Jan 11 Fitzgerald, 
Chancery In 

VALE, GEORGE, Bexhillon Sea Jan 21 Gaby & Smith, Hastings 

WAKE, ELLEN Mary, Bournemouth Jan7 Griffith & Gardiner, St Swinthin's In 

WATERS, GEORGE, Kenton, Northumberland Jan 8 W JS & JA 38 Scott, Newcastle 
upon Tyne 

WELCH, ELLEN, West Gorton, Manchester Dec 25 Brooks, Manchester 

WHITLEY, JOHN, Halifax Jan 10 Hirst & Co, Halifax 

WILLIAMS, CLEMENT JOHN, Penally House, Pembroke Dec 31 Stokes & Stokes, Tenby 


Jan 18 Treherne & Co 





Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Dec. 6. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Attum, Groner Tuomas, Orange st, Leicester sq, Grocer 
High Court Pet Nové Ord Dec 3 
Baxer, Jonn Rosert, Endcliffe, Sheffield, Commercial 
Traveller Sheffield Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 2 
a ~" Tom, Gloucester, Baker Gloucester Pet Dec 2 


Dec 2 
Burcs, Faancis, Bristol, Boot Dealer Bristol Pet Dec 2 
Ord Dec 2 
Buszows, Franx WaALturxa, 
Burnley PetDec’ Ord 
Canwett, Atbert, Nottingham, Painter and Decorator 
Notti Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 4 
Canwanpine, Freperick, Hove, Sussex, Shop Fitter 
h Pet Nov 7 Ord Dec4 
Ovaaxr, CHaRLEs Sypsey, Clifton hill, Maida Vale, Com- 
mission Agent High Court Pet Sept 20 Ord Dec3 


Colne, Lancs, Fruiterer 
Dec 4 





Crarke, Faepesick Wituiam, Joun Perer Rogvorsz, and 
Peres Kuvssman, Eastcheap High Court Pet Nov 2 
Ord Dec 3 

Cotuisox, Joun Henay, Birmingham, Tailor Birming- 
ham Pet Dec2 urd Dec 2 

Cooke, Sipwey Firzeoy, Cheltenham, Market Gardener 
Cheltenham Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 2 

Cox, A.razp Eanest, West Bridgford, Notts, Insurance 
Manager Nottingham Pet Nov 18 Urd Ike 3 

Cox, Epwix Joseru, Wool Exchange, Basinghall st, Manu- 
7 ie Agent High Court Pet Nov 12 Ord 

ec 3 

Faanxcuiy. Anraua Georos, Barton on Humber, Bricklayer 
Great Grimsby Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 2 

Giess, Louisa Magia, Ipswich Ipswich Pet Dec 3 Ord 


Cc 
Harraick, Avexanper, Wallsend, Northumberland, Com- 
amen Newcastle upon Tyne Pet bec 3 Ord 
cc 3 
Hicatxnortom, Epacar, Dukinfield, Chester, 
Ashton under Lyne Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 


Farmer 








Hupson, Jonn Avavetine, Southsea, Hants Portsmouth 
Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 2 

Hueues, Wicuiam, Lianddeiniolen, Carnarvon, Farmer 
Bangor Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 2 

Huey, Corwe.ivs, Norwich, Ropemaker 
Dec2 Ord Dec 2 

Jacxsox, Rosert Witttam, Sheffield, Labourer Sheffield 
Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 4 

Jongs, AnTuur Ricaarp, Ash, Surrey, Farmer Guildford 
Pet Dec 3 Ord Dec 3 

Kent, Wititdé Srvittx, Brookthorpe, Glos, Wheelwright 
Gloucester Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 4 

Kiaxpy-Gomes, Sipwey Geracp, 8t Edmund's ter, Regent's 
Park,Gyneecologist HighCourt Pet Nov5 Ord Dec4 

Laws, Gzorer Rosert, Great Yarmouth, Grocer Great 
Yarmouth Pet Dec4 Ord Dec4 ‘ 

Luxtox, Witt1am Joun, Camelford, Cornwall, Licensed 
Victualler Truro Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 2 

Maatis, Eavest, sheffield, Builder Sheffield Pet Dec 3 
Ord Dec 3 


Nurwich Pet 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


MOoOOHRGATE 


FUND, LIMITED, 


ESTABLISHED In 1880. 


SrTEnaaTr, LOnNMpDom, 


LICENSES INSURANCE. 
SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 
Upwards of 2780 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation. 
Suitable Clauses for iasertion in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent on 


*pplication. 


POOLING INSURANCE. 


The Corporation also insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL Loss, 
BURGLARY, WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD-PARTY, &o., under 


a perfected Profit-sharing system. 


APPLY FOR PROSPECTUS. 
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THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


Dec. t4, 1912, 








Liverpool Pet Nov 2s 


Northumberland, Dry- 
Pet Dee 2 Ord Dac 2 
Solicitor Cam- 


Maatix-Davery, W, Liverpool 
Ord Deo 3 

McKis, Geoses, North Shields, 
ealter Newcastle upon Tyne 

Naewsas, Geoace Heasecar, C ornhiil, 
bridge Pet June 11 Ord Juty 19 

Oapes, James, Heywood, Lincs, Coal Dealer Bolton Pet 
Dec 4 Url Dacd 

Pace, Jaues Eawest, Beccles, Saffolk, Cycle Agent's 
Assistant Great Yarmouth PaDx4 Ori Dac 2 

Patttweat, A, Westmioster Briige rd High Court Pet 
Oxn9 Ord Decd 

Roeears, Joaw Lewis, Ammanford, Carmirthen, Draper 
Carmarthen Pet Dec3 Ord Dac & 

Sasoeast, Josera, Mid dlesbrou h, Yorks, Plasterer 
Middlesbrough Pet Deo Ord De 

Braca, Giteear Grose, 
wright Yeovil Pet Dac3 

Srawosagp Lean axp Giass Oo, 
Lead, Glass and Paiat Merchant 
Nov9 Ord Dee 2 

Braves, Jouw, Parkgate, nor Rotherham, 
Sheffield Pet Dee 3 Ord Dec 3 

Srorn, Francis Goopaick, New Cleethorp2s, Bricklayer 
Great Grimsby Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 3 

Taomas, Davio Harner Gorr, Chorlton cam Hardy, ar 
Manchester, Clerk Swansea Pet Dec 3 Ord Dac 3 

Wattos, Eowaao, tlackheath, Kent, Builder Greenwich 
Pet Novi2 Ord Dac 3 

Weaver, Faepeatcx Heauayy, Mumbles, Glam, 
Swansea Pet Dec2 Ord Vec® 

W RISSENBORN, CLAUDE, Kington 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Dec 2 

WHICLOCK, SYDNEBY GUy, Yardley Gobiun, N 
General Dealer Northampton Pet Nov 30 
Nov 380 

WoopRorre, 
Rye, Printer's Manager 

2 


Tintiche all, Somerset, Wheel- 

Ord Dee 3 
Tae, Ilford, Essex, 
Chelmsford Pet 


F cuiterer 


Poulterer 
upon Hul', Labourer 
Ord Dec ®% 

wrthamptor, 
Ord 


WILLIAM ALBERT, Waghoro st, Peckham 
High Court Pet Dec 2 Uru 


Dec 
Wrieut, Jonn Espis, Cleethorpes, Journeyman Baker 
Great Grimsby Pet Nov 30 wrd Nov 30 
FIRST MEETINGS, 
ALLUM, GgoRGS THOMAS, Orange st, Leicester sq, Grocer 
Dec 17atl Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
BALDWIN, WALTER Henry, Dover, Jobmaster 
12.15 Off Rec, 684, Castile st, Canterbury 

Carrer, IRA, Market Rasen, Lincoln, Boot Factor 
at 12 Off Rec, 10, Bank st Lincola 

CARWARDINE, FREDERICK, Hove, Sussex, Shop Fitter 
Dec (4 at 11.80 Off Rec, 124, Marlborough pl 
Brigh'oa 

CLARKE, CHARLES SypDNkyY, Clifton hill, 
mission Agent Dec 16 at 1 Bankruptcy 
Carey st 

CLARKE, FREDERICK WILLIAM, 
and PeTer KLvUSsIMAN, Esstch ap 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Cox, Evwin JosgrH, Wvol Exchangs, Basinghall st, 
Manufacturers’ Agent Decl7atll Bankruptcy bldgs 
Carey st 

Cox, JoseeH ANTHONY, Bradford, Manchester, Draper 
Dec 14 at 11.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Mauchester 

FRANKLIN, ARTHUR GéeoRUK, Barton on Humber, Brick- 
ayer Dee 14 at 1u.50 Of Kec, St Mary's chmors, 
Great Grimsby 

GoRK, FREDERICK GEORGE, 
Cabinet Maker Dec 14 at 10.30 
Manchester 

Halen, Tuomas, anl FRANCIS JosEPH 
Porthcawl, Glam, Motor Engineers 
Mary st, Cardiff 

HATTRICK, ALEXANDER, Wallsend, Commissionaire Dec 17 
atll Off Kec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle upon Tyne 

JONES, ARTHUR RICHARD, Ash, Surrey, Farmer Dec 16 at 
2.30 182, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

JonEs, EDWARD, Abercynon, Glam, Boot Dealer Dec 16 
atil.15 Off Rec, St Catnerine’s chmbra, St Catherine 
st, Pontypridd 

KIRKBY-GOMES, SIDNEY 
Regent's Park , Gynecologist 
ruvtey bidgs, Carey st 

LARK, HAROLD Baown, Hockley, Essex, Jobmaster Jan 1 
atz Shire Hall, Cnelmaford 

Lona, C STANLEY, Bristol, Tutor of 
Kee, 5, Petty Uury, Cambridge 

MARSHALL, ARTHUR FRANCIS, Old Catton, Norfolk, Fruit 
Grower Dec 14 at 12.30 O/f Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

PAXTON, George, Newton Heath, Manchester, Boot Sales 
man Decléatil Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

PHILIBERT, A, Westminster Bridge rd Dec 18 atil Bank- 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

SARGEANT, JOSaPH, Middlesbroug, Plasterer Dec 17 at 
11.30 Off Rec, Court cumbrs, Aibert road, Middies- 
brough 

SHAW, COLLINGWOOD, West Hartlepool, Confectioner 
16 at 2.30 The Grand Hotel, West Hartiepool 

SPENCER, Epwin THOMAS, Skelmanthurpe, Yorks Dec 16 
at 2.30 Law Society's Room, Imperial arcade, New st, 
Huddersfield 

STORK, FRANCIS GooDRICK, New Cleethorpes, Bricklayer 
Dec 14 at 12 Of Rec, St Mary’s chambrs, Great 
Grimaby 

TAYLOR, THOMAS BIRLEY, 
Dec l6at3 Off Ree, 

WAKEFIELD, STEPHEN CASTELLOW, 
Uff Kec, 14, Bedford row 

WALTON, EDWARD, Blackheath, Kent, Builder Dec 16 
at 11.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

WEISSENBORN, CLAUDE, Kingston upon Hall, Labourer 
ec 16 at 11.30 On Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, 
Lowgate, Hull 

WHITLOCK, SYDNgY Guy, Yardley Gobion, Northam pton, 
General Dealer Dec 17 at ll uff Rec, The Parade, 
Northampton 

Wooprorre, WIGLIAM ALBERT, Waghorn st, Peckham 
Kye, Printers’ Manager Dec 18 at 12 Baakrupicy 
bidgs, Carey st 

Wricnt, JOHN EsPIn, Cleethorpes, Journeyman Baker 
Dec i4 at 11 Of Rec, St Mary's Chambers, Great 
Grimsby 


Dec 14 at 


Dec 19 


Maida Vale, Com 
bidgs, 


Jowy Perer ROSLOFSZ 
Dec 17 at 12 


Lower Broughton, Salford, 
Off Rec, Byrom st, 


STAWELL JONES 
Mec léat3 117,5t 


Edmunds 
at 11.30 


ter, 
Bank- 


GERALD, St 
Dec 17 


Dec 14 at 11.30 


Dec 


Manchester, Pawnbroker 
Byrom st, Manchester 
Harrow Dec 16 at 12 





ADJUDICATIONS. 


ALDERTON, CHARLES, Southend on Sea Chelnisford Pet 
Sept 4 Ord Dec 4 

ALLEN, GUY FRANOIS SEYMOUR, Redcliffe 
High Court Pet Nov 9 Ord Dec 3 

BAKER, JOHN Robort, Endcliffe, Sheffield, Commercial 
Traveller Sheffield Pet Dec 2 Ord Dec 2 

, Tom, Gloacester, Baker Gloucester Pet Dec 2 

BuRGE FRANCIS, Bristol, Pet Dec 
2 Ord Dee 2 

BuRROWS, FRANK WALLING, Colne, 
Burnley Pet Dec’ Ord Dec 4 

CARDEN, ALBERT JOHN, Dunster House, 
Broker High Court Pet Oct 31 Ord 

CARNELL, ALBERT, Nottingham, Painter 
Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 4 

CouLison, JoHn Henry, Birmingham, Tailor 
ham Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 2 

Cooke, SIDNEY FiTzRoy, Cheltenham, 
Cheltenham Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 4 

Dent, Syongy URWICK, West Mersea Essex, Farmer Col- 
chester PetSept9 Ord Dec 4 

DOSSETTER, WILLIAM JAMES ALBERT, 
Hacaney rd, Manufacturing Pateutee 
Pet Nov8 Ord Dec 3 

FRANKLIN, ARTHUR GEORGE, 
Great Grimsby Pet Dec 2 

Giipps, Louisa MARIA, Ipswich 
Dee 3 

HATTRICK, ALEXANDER, Wallsend, Commissionaire 
castle upon Tyne Pet Dec 3 Ord Dee 4 

HIGGINBOTTOM, EDGAR, Dukinfield, Chester, 
Ashton under Lyne Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 

HvupD3soN, JOHN AUGUSTINE, Southsea, Hants Portsmouth 
Pet Dec 2 Ord Dec 2 

Hu@ues, WILLIAM, Lilanddeiniolen, 
Baugor Pet Dec2 Ori Dec2 

HURN, CORNBLIUS, Norwich, Ropemaker 
Dec2 Ord Dec 2 

JACKSON, ROBERT WILLIAM, Sheffield, Labourer 
Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec4 

JonxS, ARTHUR RICHARD, Ash, Surrey, Farmer 
Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 3 

KENT, WILLIAM SEVILLE, Brookthorpe, Glos, Wheelwright 
Glou ester Pet Dec 4 Urd Dec s 

Laws, GeorGeE Ropert, Great Yarmouth, 
Yarmouth vet Dec4 Ord Dec4 

Lona, C STANLEY, Arley Hill, Bristol, 
Pet Aug 28 Ord Dec 3 

Luxton, WILLIAM Jons, Camelford, Cornwall, 
Victualler Truro Pet Deez Ord De: 2 

MARTIN, ERnesT, Sheffield, Build:r Shettield 
Ord Dee 3 

McKir, Gsores, North Shieds, Drysalter 
upon Tyne PetDec2 Ord Dec 2 

OATES, CLAUDE HarakisoN, Donc ister 
Ot 31 Ord Dec 3 

OapeEN, JAMES, Heywood, Lancs, Coal Dealer 
Dic 4 Ord Dec4 

Pace, James Ernest, Beccles, Suffolk, Cycle Ageat’s 
Assistant Great Yarmouth Pet Deo 4 Ord Dic 4 

PILE, ALFRED, Roadwater, Som :rset, Biker Tau iton 
Pet Novl2 Ord Dec 4 

Roperts, JoHN Lewis, Ammanford, Carmarthenshire, 
Draper Carmar.vhen Pet Dec 3 Urd Dac 3 

SARGEANT, JusEPH, Middlesbrough, Plasterer 
brough Pet vec? Ord Dev 2 

STAGG, GILBERT GeorGE, Tintinhall, Somerset, 
wright Yeovil Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 3 

STAVES, JOHN, Parkgate, nr Rotherham, Fruiterer Sheffield 
Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 3 

STork, FRANCIS GoopRICK, New Cleethorpes, Bricklayer 
Great Grinsby Pet Dec 3 Ord Dee 3 

THomas, DAviIp HARRY Gorr, Manchester, Clerk Swansea 
Pet Dee 3 Ord Dec 3 

WEBER, FREDERICK HERMANN, Mumble4, Glam, 
Swansea Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 2 

WEISSENBORN, CLAUDE, Kingston upon Hall, 
Kingston upon Hull Pet vee2 vurd Dec 2 

W8ITLOCK, SypyEey Guy, Yardley G.bion, Northampton 
Generat Dealer Northampton Pet Nov 30 Urd Nov 
30 

WoopRorre, WILLIAM ALBERT, 20 Waghorn st, Peckham 
Rye, Printer's Manager High Court Pet vec2 Ord 
Dec 2 

Wricut, Jonn EspPiIn, Cleethorpes, Jouraeyman 
Great Grimsby Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 


gdos, Fulham 


Boot Dealer Bristol 


Lancs, Fruiterer 
Mark In, 
Dec 3 

Nottingham 


Spirit 


Birming- 


Market Gardener 


Ravenscroft st, 
High Court 
Scunthorpe, Brick'ayer 
Ord Dec 2 
Ipswich 


Pet Dec 3 Ord 


New- 


Farmer 


Carnarvon, Farmer 


Norwich Pet 


Sheffield 


Guildford 


Grocer Great 


Tutor Cambridge 


Licensed 
Pet Dec 3 
Newc iatle 


Shefficid Pet 


Bolton Pet 


Middles- 
Wheel- 


Poult :rer 


Lab durer 


Baker 


London Gazette—TuEspDAY, Dec. 10. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


BEAUMONT, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Leeds, Fruit Merchant 
Leeds Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 6 

BENNET’, ALBERt JAMES, Kinver, Staffs, Coal M.schant 
Stouroridge Pet Nuv 22 Ord Dec6 

DopkIs, Luoy AMELIA, Southend on Sea, Proprietress of a 
Nursing Institution Chelmsford Pet vee 5 Ura 

EVANS, THomas Joun, Ebbw Vale, Mon, Tailor Tredegar 
Pet Dec 6 Ord Dec 6 

EVANS, W T, High rd, Streatham, Dairyman Wandsworth 
ret Oct 23 Ord Dec 5 

FREDERICK, I@natIus JoHN, Hudders‘ield, Theatrical 
Manager Huddersfield Pet Dec6 Urd Dec 6 

HApCRoFT, JAMES, Eccles, Lancs, Outfitter saliord Pet 
Dec 6 Ord Dec 6 

JamMEs, Ropert, Clyne, nr Neath, Blacksmith 
Neath Pet Decs6 Ord Dec 6 

KEMP, WILLIAM HENRY, KE. st Southsea 
Pet Novi2 Ord Dec4 

KORITSOHAN, MAX, Manstone rd, Cricklewood, Merchant 
High Court Pet Dee5 Ord Dec 5 

LAWSON, RALPA BURTON, Lancaster Preston Pet Dec 6 
Ord Dec 6 


Glam, 


Portsmouth 


LOVICK, SIDNEY DANIEL, ay! Norfolk Shopkeeper 
Norwich Pet Dec7 Ord D 

MART, JAMES Henay, Stanton, “Staite, Farmer, Burton on 
trent Pet Dec 6 Ord Dec 6 


Nasu, Henry, Barrow in Furness, ~ wr ~ Superintéen 
dent Barrow in Furness Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 5 
NICHOLSON, ARTHUR, Holme on Spalding Moor, Yor 
Fiour Dealer Kingston upon Hull Pet Nov 22 Onj 
Dec 5 

ScoTneY, CHARLES EDWARD, Alford, Lincs, Grocer Boston 
Pet Dec 5 Ord Dec 5 

SortoN, CHARLES, Heath Town, + yee Cooper 
Wolverhampton Pet Dec 5 Ord Dec 

STEVENSON, WILLIAM SHARP, Leeds, a Proprietor 
Leeds Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 6 

TomBs, JOHN LAMBERT, Villey, Leckhampton, Glos, Grocer 
Cheltenham Pet Nov 23 Ord Dec 6 


LONDON GUARANTEE AND 
ACCIDENT COMPANY, LIMITED. 


Established 1869. 

The Company's Bonds are Accepted by the High Court 
as SECURITY for RECEIVERS, LIQUIDATORS and 
ADMINISTRATORS, for COSTS in Actions where sec 
is ordered to be given, by the Board of Trade for 
OFFICIALS under the Bankruptcy Acts, and by the 
Scotch Courts, &c., &c. 


Claims Paid Exceed - £2,759,000. 


Fidelity Guarantees, Accident and Sickness, 
Workmen’s Compensation and Third Party, 
Fire and Loss of Profits, 

Burglary, Lift, Plate Glass and Motor Car 
Insurances, 


HEAD OFFICR —42-45, New Broad Street, E.U, 
West End Office: 61, 8t. James's Street, 8.W. 


REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, LTD. 
ESTABLISHED 1823, 

Empowered by Special Acts of , eee 
Reversions, Life Interests, and Policies bought. Advances 
on Reversions and Life Interests, either at annual interest 
or by way of deferred charge. Mow A for repurchase 
allowed. Law Costs on Loans regulated by Scale. 

Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £764,825, 


30 Coleman St, London, E.C. 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 
INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited. 

10, LANCASTER PLACR, STRAND, W.C. 

ESTABLISHED 1835, CAPITAL, £500,000. 


Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pr- 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED of 
LOANS granted thereon. 


Interest on Loans may be Capitalized. 
Cc. H. CLAYTON, Joint 
F. H. CLAYTON, f Secretaries 


REEVES & TURNER, 
LAW BOOKSELLERS, 


A Large Stock of SECOND-HAND REPORTS AND 
TEXT-BOOKS always on Sale. 
Libraries Valued or Purchased. 


14 BELL YARD, TEMPLE BAR. 
(Removed from 3, Bream’s Buildings.) 


BRAND'S 
MEAT JUICE 
FOR INVALIDS. 


Prepared from the Finest Meat only. 
In Flasks, price 1/4 and 2/6. 
SOLD BVHRYWHEDRH 
BRAND & CO., Ltd., Mayfair Works, Vauxhall, S.W. 























SOLICITORS’ 
MACHINES, £10 10s. 

Hire 10/- Month, 
eet 27/6 Quarter. Deducted 


ig if bought the Ist quarter. 
MSS. Copied. 


TAYLOR’S LTD. 


(Dept. Soir.) 74, Chancery Lane, London. 














